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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Two OR THREE more meetings of the Rule Committee of Judges 
will be required to complete the new rules of court. 





Ox Wepnespay and Thursday last Mr. Justice Currry com- 
menced trying witness actions. We believe we are correct in 
stating that, owing to the extreme pressure of interlocutory busi- 
ness, this learned judge has not tried any witness actions since 
August last, and that the actions now being tried were set down so 
long ago as May, 1881. 





Mr. Justice Pearson has commenced taking upon his shoulders 
the work of two judges during the period of Mr. Justice Kay’s 
absence on circuit. He sits in chambers every day at three o’clock 
after a day’s work in court, and-in court he takes Mr. Justice 
Kay’s business on Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday, and his own 
on the three following days of the week. Fortunately for the 
judge and the suitors this hard work is not likely to last for more 
than a fortnight. Mr. Baron Pottock is trying the causes which, 
having been transferred to Mr. Justice Pearson, would go to Mr. 
Justice Norru if the latter judge were not on circuit. 





Tae terms oF Mr. Puen’s question to the Attorney-General, 
on Thursday, do not express the whole grievance which exists 
in the Chancery Division. It is not merely the fact that the courts 
of Mr. Justice Kay and Mr. Justice Pzarson are both practically 
closed for three days a week, but the fact is that, as regards causes 
not being short causes, each of these courts is entirely closed 
during the absence of Mr. Justice Kay. There are three days a 
week devot 2d to interlocutory business and short causes, but no time 
is left for the work of trying ordinary actions. And as the greater 
part of the time of each court is devoted to interlocutory business, 
there is comparatively little work sent to chambers. A possible 
result may be to render the chambers comparatively free from work 
at the present time, and to choke them with work at a future time, 
so increasing the delay experienced by the suitor who has already 
been delayed in the hearing of his action. 





A LEARNED CORRESPONDENT seems to ascribe to section 84 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, an object which we think was hardly 
contemplated by its framers. He appears to think that it was the 
object of that section to enable a person having power to appoint 


new trustees to vest the trust property in new trustees, even | 
though it was not vested in the old ones; and his complaint seems | 


to be grounded only upon a fear lest, by the use of the plural 
number, this useful function should not be exerciseable in the case 
of a sole trustee. But we are unable to accede to our correspond- 
ent’s view of the Act’s intention. We think that the intention 
was only to enable the appointor, by means of the declaration 
mentioned in the section, to add a new link to the title in cases 
where the chain is in other respects complete ; not to enable the 
appointor to forge at one blow any number of links which happen 
to be missing. This view of the Act’s intention seems to be well 
countenanced by its language. It speaks only of things which are 
“subject to the trust.” But when trust property has got out 
of the legal control of the trustees, this description does not very 
accurately apply to it. Such property ought to be subject to the 
trust, and steps ought forthwith to be taken for making it, in the 
age of the Act, ‘‘so subject”; but it hardly seems to be 
‘subject to the trust until those steps have been taken. But wo 


rely for our conclusion rather upon the general improbability, as it 
seems to us, of the intention ascribed to the Act by our correspond- 
ent than upon this verbal criticism. 





Arter Two pays’ further sitting, the Grand Committee on the 
Bankruptcy Bill have reached, and disposed of, some of the 
amendments to clause 9. We mentioned last week that at the 
conclusion of the first day’s sitting the Committee had reached an 
amendment, proposed by Mr. Arruvr O’Connor, to sub-clause 1 
(f-), of clause 4, to substitute fourteen days for three days as the 
time a debtor served with a bankruptcy notice should be given for 
payment before committing an act of bankruptcy. That amend- 
ment was considered at the commencement of the second day’s 
sitting, and ultimately seven days was agreed to. Several other 
circumstances were proposed as acts of bankruptcy (amongst them 
being the execution by a debtor of a bill of sale over his stock-in- 
trade, or any part thereof), but none were adopted at the second 
day’s sitting. On Monday last, however, which was the third 
day’s sitting of the Committee, an amendment was agreed to by 
Mr. Cuamser.arn, and adopted by the Committee, on the motion 
of Mr. Arravr Coney, Q.C., making it an act of bankruptcy “if 
the debtor gives notice to any of his creditors that he has sus- 
pended, or that he is about to suspend, payment of his debts.” 
An attempt was made by Mr. Wuts to get £20 substituted for 
£50 as the amount required to constitute a petitioning creditor’s 
debt in clause 6, but it was not successful. A very important 
amendment upon that clause, moved by Mr. Norwoop, was agreed 
to by Mr. Cuamwsertany, and adopted by the Committee—namely, 
the reduction from six months to three months as the time 
within which an act of bankruptcy must be committed to be avail- 
able to support a petition. The Soxrcrror-Generax for Scorzanp 
also carried an additional sub-clause for the protection of Scotch 
traders against being made bankrupt in England. Upon sub-clause 
3 of clause 7 (the objectionable nature of which we commented 
upon, supra, p. 307), a number of amendments were proposed, and 
one, by Mr. Gresory, was accepted by Mr. Cuampertary in a 
modified form, and adopted by the Committee, which will have 
the effect, substantially, of carrying out the suggestion we made. 
To clause 8, which deals with debtors’ own petitions, some words, 
proposed by Mr. Artaur O’Connor, to the effect that “‘a debtor’s 
petition shall not be withdrawn without the permission of the 
court,” were inserted at the end. Upon clause 9 a modification of 
the wording was assented to by Mr. Cmampertary so as not to 
anticipate the discussion upon the amendments proposed to clause 
61 as to the persons to be appointed official receivers ; and the 
committee adjourned before disposing of an amendment proposed 
by Mr. Arruur O’Conyor as to staying proceedings, Mr. Cuawsrr- 
LAIN stating that between then and the next sitting he would con- 
sider provisions which would prevent the question of distress for 
rent being raised prematurely. 





| 
| ‘THERE WILL BE FouND in this week’s issue of the Wnrexty 
| Reporter a full report of the judgment of the Queen’s Bench 
| Division in the important case of At? General v. Dardier, to 
| which we referred last week. The facts and ratio decidendi appear 
| to be exactly as we stated them. The court held that the pro- 
i visions of section 22 of the Legacy Duty Act refer only to prop- 
| erty which “is, or is intended to te specifically retained by the 
' executor for the purpose of being handed over to the legatee when 
the executor’s duties with respect to it have come to an end.” In 
the case before the court the ‘pictures and china were sold by 
the executors; the net proceeds were paid to them and accounted 
for by them to the residuary legatee; hence the commissioners 
were not bound by the valuation put upon the articles by the 
person appointed by the executors, and were entitled to surcharge 
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the residuary legatee in respect of the larger amount produced by 
the sale. As we obseryed last week, the decision confirms the 
view which has long been taken by. the Inland Revenue Office of 
the construction of section 22 ; but now that the court has sanctioned 
this construction, it is to be anticipated that the Office will always 
enforce it. The question arises as to the course which should be 
taken by executors in the future under similar circumstances. It 
is, of course, obvious that, wherever it can be done, articles of 
uncertain value, such as pictures, should be handed over in specie 
to the residuary legatee and sold by him. Why this course was 
not taken in the recent case does not appear; possibly the sale of 
some part was necessary for the payment of debts and legacies. 
Where a sale must be made by the executors (who, by 
section 6, are liable for the duty), it would seem to be 
necessary in future that the statement in the residuary 
account ‘‘not converted into money” should be struck out, and a 
statement inserted that it is intended that the articles shall be 
sold by the executors. The court, in the recent case, said that 
‘‘the officers of the Crown were put off their guard, and were 
misled, by the express statement in the residuary account, 
that the executor ‘intended to retain these articles for the 
use of the legatees.’ This was not the fact, though as before 
mentioned, we acquit the defendant and her advisers of any inten- 
tion to misrepresent the truth orto deceive. It appears to us, there- 
fore, unnecessary to consider how, or under what circumstances, the 
property in question came to be sold rather than retained by the 
executor, and that the true mode of treating the case is to consider 
the return and payment made by the executor as insufficient, and 
as if it had been made under a mistake common to the executor 
and to the commissioners, and that when that mistake is discovered 
and the real facts are known, the commissioners are entitled to 
have the full amount of duty paid based upon the actual proceeds 
of the property when sold.” 





Lorn Corermper, in Reg. v. Bradlaugh, ruled that the Lord 
Mayor of London had no power, under the Bankers’ Books Evidence 
Act, 1879 (42 Vict. ce. 11), s. 7, to make an order for inspection of 
bankers’ books. This ruling is binding on judges at Wisi Prius, 
and is, we think, correct; but the Act is so obscure that we have 
no reason to be surprised at a contrary view being taken. The 
question depends upon the construction of sections 7, 8, and 10, 
the last-named—and, unfortunately, the most important—being 
the interpretation clause. The 7th section enacts that ‘on the 
application of any party to a legal proceeding, a court or judge 
may order that such party be at liberty to inspect,” &c. By 
section 10, “legal proceeding” means “any civil or criminal pro- 
ceeding in which evidence is or may be given, and includes an 
arbitration””—than which definition nothing can possibly be 
wider—*“‘ the court’’ means ‘‘the court, judge, &c., before whom a 
legal proceeding is taken” ; and ‘‘a judge” means “‘ a judge of the 
High Court of Justice” ; and it is added that “the judge of a 
county court may, with respect to any action in such court, 
exercise the powers of a judge under this Act.” By section 8, 
** the costs of any application to a court or judge’”’ under the Act 
‘shall be in the-discretion of the court or judge.’ Now this is 
the only place in the Act where the words ‘‘ the court,” so carefully 
defined in the interpretation clause, can be found. Grammatically, 
no doubt, they mean the same as ‘‘a court” in the earlier part of 
the section, and it may seem rather a strict construction of an 
interpretation clause to say that ‘‘a court” means one thing, and 
“‘the court” means another. But, as the interpretation clause 
deals with ‘the court,” it seems correct to take the only place 
where “the court” occurs, and read the expression by the light of 
the interpretation clause only. This argument is very much 
strengthened by reference to the direction respecting a county court 
judge at the end of section 10. Where the Legislature—so it 
appears from that direction—intended any hearing judge to make 
the order, it took very great care to say so. Expressio wnius 
exclusio alterius. So much for the argument from the letter of 
the Act. As for the spirit of the Act, it may be pointed out that, 
in this respect, it is almost an exact re-enactment of the repealed 
Act of 1876, only that, for the sake of clearness, or grace, or 
what not, the draftsman has left too much to be effected by an 
interpretation clause, and trusted too much to the patience of + oe 
availing themselves of the Act, who must read the whole set of 





sections through before they can be quite satisfied what a gi 
section means. It can never have been intended that any arbitrator 
whatever, in any matter whatever—and the Lord Mayor’s position 
under the Act is neither higher nor lower than that of 
arbitrator—should have power to make the order; though it jg 
perfectly just and reasonable that any judge who hears any ¢age 
should have power to decide by whom the costs of a particular 
kind of evidence should be borne. But what is meant by “a court 
ora judge”? We think the expression, which is unfortunately 
elliptical, has the same meaning as it has in the Rules of Court— 
i.e., it means that application may be made to any division of the 
High Court, or a judge of such division, at the option of the 
applicant, with an appeal to the High Court from a refusal of a 
judge to make the order. But it is much to be regretted that the 
interpretation clause did not make plain this ‘ expression” also, 
In the repealed Act (section 7) the power to make the order was 
given to a judge alone. 





Tur GovERNMENT PROPOSAL that official receivers of debtors’ estates, 
under the Bankruptcy Bill, shall be appointed by the Board of Trade 
from ‘‘ such registrars of county courts not having jurisdiction in 
bankruptcy, high bailiffs, and such other persons as they think 
fit,” will not pass unchallenged in Grand Committee. In the first 
place, Mr. Srannorx has given notice of an amendment to substitute 
the ‘‘ Lord Chancellor” for the ‘‘ Board of Trade,” and also to omit 
the provision in the same clause that official receivers ‘‘ shall act 
under the general authority and directions of the Board of Trade,” 
This proposal is in conformity with a number of other amendments 
to various clauses in the Bill of which the same member has given 
notice, having for their object the substitution of the court for the 
Board of Trade in a variety of matters. Mr. Ecroyp has also given 
notice of an amendment to substitute ‘‘ judges of county courts, 
with the ‘sanction of the Lord Chancellor,” for ‘‘the Board of 
Trade.” Inasmuch as these proposals would interfere with the 
main principle upon which the Bill is founded, we do not think it 
probable that either of them will be acceded to. As to the persons 
to be appointed as official receivers, however, it is to be hoped that 
the Government may see their way to accept some modification of 
their original proposals ; and with this object notices of amendments 
to clause 61 have been given by three different members—viz., 
Mr. Norwoop, Mr. 8. Mortry, and Mr. Grecory. The amend- 
ments of Mr. Norwoop and Mr. 8. Mortey are to the same effect, 
being to omit the words ‘registrars of county courts not having 
jurisdiction in bankruptcy, high bailiffs, and such other,” leaving 
the Board of Trade entirely unfettered in the choice of persons to 
fill the office. On the other hand, Mr. Grecory proposes to omit 
only the words ‘‘high bailiffs,” and to insert after ‘‘such other 
persons as they think fit’”’ the following words in a parenthesis: 
‘being either members of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom in actual practice, or members of the Society of 
Chartered Accountants, or the Society of Actuaries, unless the 
Board of Trade see good cause to the contrary.” We discussed at 
some length the proposals of the Government with regard to the 
persons to be appointed official receivers (supra, p. 344), and we are 
glad to see from these amendments that the subject will be 
thoroughly considered in Committee. The suggestion of Mr. 
Grecory appears to us a very sensible and practical one, as it will 
almost entirely depend upon the competency of the persons chosen 
as official receivers whether the scheme will be successful. Un- 
questionably it is from the ranks of solicitors and accountants 
having experience of the working of the present Act that the most 
competent persons to undertake the duties of the new office could 
be chosen. We think, also, that the adoption of the amendment of 
Mr. Norwoop and Mr. Morzey, in conjunction with the second 
amendment of Mr. Grecory, would be preferable to the omission of 
“high bailiffs” alone as proposed by Mr. Gneaory, for we enter- 
tain a strong opinion that the appointment géherally of registrars 
of courts not having bankru = jurisdiction would be a mistake ; 
but, if it should be li rent: visable in any case to make such an 
appointment, such registrars, being solicitors, would still be eligible 
under the words of Mr. Grecory’s second amendment. 





In rue case of Bettyes v. Maynard (30 W, R. ipa Mr. Justice 
Kay expressed a strong opinion that a solicitor who had put 
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himself into the difficult position of solicitor for both mortgagor 
and mortgagee” had been guilty of negligence in not expressly 
calling the attention of the mortgagor to the fact that the draft 
mortgage contained a power of sale exerciseable without notice in 
default of ee of interest for one month. “It was not 
sufficient,” he said, ‘‘that he should send a draft of a mortgage 
containing such a power to his client, the mortgagor, without 
y calling his attention to the terms of it.” On appeal (31 
. R. 461) the court refused to consider the question of negligence, 
as the issue had not been raised distinctly on the pleadings, but the 
late Master of the Rolls intimated that, in his opinion, the charge of 
negligence was ‘‘not made out.” It must be remembered, how- 
ever, that in Cockburn v. Edwards (30 W. R. 446), the same 
learned judge said that a solicitor lending money on mortgage to 
his client ‘‘is bound to show that he explained to his client the 
nature of the Tu of sale, supposing it to be in an unusual form. 
He was bound to take care that hie client had the same protection 
as if he had employed an independent solicitor.” It seems to 
follow that an independent solicitor is bound to explain the 
unusual form of the power of sale to his client, and a fortioré that 
a solicitor acting for both mortgagor and mortgagee is bound to do 
80. 








COVENANTS IN MORTGAGES AND THE 
STATUTES OF LIMITATION. 


Tar Statutes of Limitation have for a very long time played the 
_ a whetstone to the wits of the judges, who seem to have 
boured under a perpetual temptation to use some gentle degree of 
violence to squeeze things into, or keep them out of, these Acts, 
with a view rather to what is thought to be public policy than to 
what the language and tradition of the law would seem to indicate. 
Some months ago we called the attention of our readers to the 
decision of the House of Lords in the case of Heath v. Pugh, and 
to the curious reasoning upon which it was supposed to be grounded. 
To-day we propose to make some remarks upon the ease of Sutton 
vy. Sutton (31 W. R. 369, L. R 22 Ch. D. 511), and it oddly 
happons that our task is, in every respect, the opposite of what it 
was on the previous oceasion. In Heath v. Pugh, something was 
forcibly excluded from the Acts, which (st fas est dicere) must, to 
every unsophisticated understanding, have seemed to be plainly 
within them. In Sutton v. Sutton, on the contrary, something has 
been brought within the Acts which, to our eppechonian, is by no 
means obviously present. In Heath v. Pugh, little or nothing 
was said about the language of the Acts, the arguments being 
chiefly made up of remote and misty deductions from secondary 
considerations. In Sutton v. Sutton, we find the chief reliance 
ea upon the express letter of the statute, out of which 
been extracted a meaning, declared to be obvious by very 
eminent and learned persons, but not so obtrusively obvious to our 
perplexed vision as to exclude all possibility of missing it. 

One of those learned and eminent persons—we may, without 
offence, say the most distinguished among them—was that great 
ornament of the bench whose sudden and recent loss all are now 
deploring, the late Master of the Rolls. It is probable that no 
other English judge has ever pronounced so many decisions in an 
equal space of time. It is certain that the decisions of no judge 
have, upon the whole, been received with greater confidence, and 
commanded more universal respect. He had the secret to unite 
almost the rapidity of a county court with all the solidity and 
Weight of the slow and cautious Eldon. Few appeals were brought 
from his sentences, and of those few not many were successful. It 
would be difficult, indeed, to mention a name more apt to pre- 
ispose ourselves and others towards ready acquiescence, and, if we 

the present occasion an exception to the usual cogency and 
completeness of his reasoning, this is only an exception which 
ftoves the general rule. 

In Sutton v. Sutton the material facts were rr. simple. 
The defendant in 1868 mortgaged certain lands to one G. F. P. 

to secure a principal sum and interest, for the due payment 
whereof the mortgage deed contained the usual covenant. Various 
siiis on account both of principal and interest were, from time to 
time, paid by the defeiidant, the last of them having been paid in 
ag nay: twelve years before the writ in the action was 


by Sutton’s executor. It was admitted that all remedies | 





against the mortgaged lands were barred, under the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874, by this lapse of time; and the sole question 
was whether this bar extended also to the remedy under the cove- 
nant contained in the mortgage deed. The Court of Appeal, 
reversing the judgment of Mr. Justice Chitty, have decided this 
question in the affirmative. : 

The plaintiff omitted all mention of the mortgage from 
his statement of claim, and professed to sue solely upon the 
covenant. In his statement of defence the defendant stated 
that the covenant was contained in a mortgage to secure the 
principal and interest, and that no payment on account of principal 
or interest had been made, nor any acknowledgment of the mort- 
gagee’s title been given, since 1869; and he claimed the benefit of 
the statute. To this part of the defence the plaintiff demurred ; 
and the demurrer, having been allowed by Mr. Justice Chitty, has 
been overruled by the Court of Appeal, consisting of the late 
Master of the Rolls, and the Lords Justices Cotton and Bowen. In 
spite of the high authority of such a court, which prevents us 
from impugning their decision, we cannot bring ourselves to acqui- 
esce with perfect satisfaction in the reasons which they alleged in 
its support. 

The reader will remember that, before the coming into operation 
of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (87 & 38 Vict. e. 57), 
the limitation of actions was governed (in addition to the unre- 
pealed parts of 21 Jac. 1, ce. 16, which do not refer to the subjects 
with which we are concerned) chiefly by the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, 
and the 3 & 4 Will. 4, ec. 42. Of the two last-mentioned statutes, 
the former dealt with what is called real property limitation, for 
which it prescribed in general the period of twenty years; while a 
few sections of the latter, which is a large and miscellaneous Act, 
dealt with certain points which had been designedly omitted from, 
or held not to come within, the 21 Jac. 1, c. 16. Among these 
points were actions of covenant or upon any kind of specialty. 
The 3rd section of the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, accordingly enacted 
that ‘actions of covenant or debt upon any bond or other 
specialty ” should be brought ‘‘ within ten years after the end of 
this present session, or within twenty years after the cause of such 
actions, . but not after.’ The period of twenty years 
allowed by the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, for bringing actions to recover 
land, including foreclosures, has, by the 37 & 38 Viet. e. 
57, been cut down to a period of twelve years; but the old period 
of twenty years’ limitation te actions upon covenants and bonds, 
prescribed by the 3 & 4 Will. 4, e. 42, still remains in foree. There 
is not the slightest doubt that, if the defendant had never made 
any mortgage at all, but had merely covenanted to pay the money, 
the plaintiff would have been allowed twenty years, of 
twelve, before he was barred of his action. The question was, 
whether the plaintiff should be placed in a worse position by 
having obtained a mortgage in addition to the covenant. We own 
that we should be puzzled to find any very strong reason for 
answering this question in the affirmative; but to the Court of 
Appeal it seems to have presented little difficulty. The only judge 
who felt any doubt seems to have been the Lord Justice Cotten; 
and his doubts, which do not appear to have rested upon a very 
solid foundation, did not cause him much trouble. 

We believe we are right in saying that the whole ground of the 
decision is to be found in the language of section 8 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874. It is true that the Master of the 
Rolls also made some interesting remarks upon the history of 
limitation in general; but, in the first place, we cannot see how 
they in any way bore upori his decision ; and, in the second place, 
he prefaced them with the words :—“ Before reading the section 
upon which, of course, everything turns. . . .” This all-im- 
portant section, which he afterwards read, begins as follows :— 

‘¢8. No action or suit or other proceeding shall be brought to recover 
any sum of money secured by any mortgage, judgment, or lien, or other- 
wise charged upon or payable out of any land or rent, at law or in 4 
or any’ legacy, but within twelve years next after a present 
receive the same shall have accrued to ney ng oe capable of giving a 
discharge for or release of the same, unless in the meantime,’’ &c. 


Then follows the enumeration of the methods of kee alive 
the claim, which do not need here to be cited, since, in the present 


case, they had ‘not been used for the purpose. After reading this 
section the Master of the Rolls continued :—‘‘ Now, the words that 


are material are, ‘No action, suit, or other ante g shall be 
brought to recover any sum of money sec by any mortgage,’ 
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It is impossible to say that those words do not include this sum of 
money. It isa sum of money secured by a mortgage. Those who 
say that these words are not to be read literally must show some 
reason why they should not.” If it were not evident that the 
Master of the Rolls entertained a different opinion, we should not 
have thought it very difficult to elude this criticism ; not, indeed, 
by denying that the money was secured by a mortgage, but by 
pointing out that it was also secured by something else—namely, 
a covenant; and that, on the present occasion, it came before the 
court in the latter capacity, not in the former; that these two 
capacities had always been treated as being in law two separate 
things giving rise to separate rights and separate remedies ; and 
that the legislature, when it dealt in 1874 with the rights and 
liabilities in respect of the mortgage, had ostentatiously omitted to 
deal with those in respect of the covenant. We should have 
inferred that the present action was not within the intention of the 
Act of 1874. Nor do we understand how the Master of the Rolls 
made out his case, unless it was by insisting that this action was 
too obviously within the letter of the Act to be left outside its 
intention. He went on to remark that the explanation offered by 
the other side “gives no meaning to words which are to be found 
in the section, because you could not get that money as against the 
land at the period when this Act was passed, except by a suit in 
the Court of Chancery. You could not have brought an action at 
law for that purpose.” And Lord Justice Bowen asks, in a similar 
strain :—‘‘If the judgment of the court below is right, to what 
possible action at law could this section apply?” And upon the 
whole we gather, that if the ingenious person to whom, in 1874, 
fell the honour of furbishing up this precious statute, had omitted 
the little word ‘‘ action,” the plaintiff might not improbably have 
succeeded in his claim. 

It is upon the answer to be given to the Lord Justice Bowen’s-very 
direct question, which is a matter of argument and not a mere 
matter of opinion, that we found our dissatisfaction with the 
decision ; for upon matters of opinion it would be absurd for us to 
set up our opinion against that of these eminent judges. When, 
therefore, they dilate upon the absurdity of supposing that the 
Legislature intended to bar the more important remedy against the 
land, without also barring the less important personal remedy 
against the mortgagor, although we are quite unable to see the 
absurdity to which they allude, we do not presume to impugn their 
opinion. We do, indeed, confess that if the Legislature really had 
any such object in view, as is taken for granted by this decision, 
they seem, to our mind, to have acted with excessive absurdity in 
not plainly saying so, instead of leaving their intention to be 
guessed from the casual insertion of a single word in a not very 
appropriate position ; and we think it so probable that most of our 
readers will concur in this opinion, that the interpretation of the 
judges seems to relieve the Legislature from one imputation of 
absurdity only to plunge them headlong into another. 

But the question, Whether it is absolutely impossible to give 
any meaning to the word “action,” in the above-cited section, 
without holding that the remedy on the covenant is barred at the 
end of twelve years? stands upon a different footing. We confess 
we think that this is not a matter of opinion at all; and that any- 
body who affirms the impossibility in question is demonstrably mis- 
taken. With a view to investigate this matter, we would beg the 
reader to fix his attention upon the precise words which were 
cited by the Master of the Rolls, as being “‘the words that are 
material.” The other judges use the same formula—that is, they 
cite exactly the same few words as being the only ones with which 
they are immediately concerned. But surely it is a little odd that 
the only material words should terminate with a comma, that 
comma not also terminating the grammatical clause. A suspicion 
arises that perhaps the presence of the word “action” may be ex- 
plained by something which comes after the comma, although it 
may fail to be explained by anything which goes before. When a 
man says :—‘‘ No A., B., or C. shall be brought to recover any D., 
E.,orF., . . . .” we surely cannot infer with certainty that 
he means the whole of the expressions A., B., and ©. to apply 
separately and collectively to each of the things denoted by D., E., 
and F. That may possibly have been his meaning; but another 
possibility is very obvious—namely, that some one or other, but 
not necessarily all, of the A., B., and C. may apply to each of the 
things denoted by D., E., and F.; and thus, by a judicious dis- 
{ribution, we asaign each member of the first column to the appro- 


priate member or members of the second column, withholding jt 
from those to which it is inappropriate. If this reasoning is coy. 
rect, it will follow that, if anything else can be found in the sec. 
tion to give a sufficient meaning to the word ‘ action,” without 
supposing actions on covenants contained in mortgages to be there 
referred to, then a main part of the reasoning upon which the 
court seem to have relied breaks down. And there undoubtedly jg 
such a something else in the section. The word “legacy” gives a 
very fair meaning to the word “ action,” without any help from 
covenants in mortgages. 

The judges not only admitted, but insisted upon, a point which 
had been previously decided, and which could hardly have needed 
decision—namely, that the word ‘legacy ” is not here confined to 
legacies charged upon land. In the words of the Master of the 
Rolls, the word, as here used, ‘‘ has been decided to be general and 
to apply to both real and personal estate.” Now it is, no doubt, 
the better opinion that no action at law could ever be brought against 
the executor in respect of an ordinary pecuniary legacy. But there 
were other kinds of legacies which might unquestionably support 
an action—namely, specific legacies, after the assent of the 
executor had been given. The legatee of specific leaseholds might 
bring an action of ejectment (Doe v. Guy, 3 East, 120), and the 
legatee of specific personal chattels might bring an action of trover 
(Williams v. Lee, 3.Atk. 223). There we seem to have a sufficient 
meaning for the word ‘“action;” if, indeed, we must give a 
meaning to the word, instead of rejecting it as mere surplusrge. 

If any of our readers should be inclined to depreciate this 
interpretation, as being what newspaper writers are fond of 
calling ‘‘the narrowest special pleading,” we must humbly seek 
to excuse ourselves under cover of the teacher from whom we 
apprehend that we may have contracted the fault. Lord Justice 
Bowen said, in the course of his judgment :—‘‘ It has been con- 
tended by Mr. Macnaghten that we are to read [the language of 
the Act] in a non-literal sense, and that the words ‘sum of money 
secured by any mortgage’ do not mean a sum which is secured, 
but as if it was ‘to recover any sum of money so far as it is 
secured.’”? This, it will be seen, is not very unlike what we have 
above proposed ; and we confess to some surprise at hearing it said 
that this puts a ‘‘non-literal’”’ sense upon the language of the Act. 
We think that this kind of sense often is, in fact, put upon lan. 
guage. We cannot question the Lord Justice’s authority in 
interpreting statutes, but we venture to assure him, with some confi- 
dence, that anybody who, in the ordinary intercourse of society, should 
use the kind of “literal”? meanings which his lordship seems in 
this passage to view with approval, would be generally regarded as 
a mere misleader of other people. Anybody, not being a framer of 
Acts of Parliament, who should talk about bringing actions, &c., 
to recover a ‘“‘sum of money secured by any mortgage,” would 
undoubtedly be supposed by people in general to mean, ‘‘in so far 
as it is secured by the mortgage,” and not in so far as it is secured 
by something else. He would not find many hearers willing to 
give him the benefit of his “‘literal”’ meaning, in case any mistake 
should arise through his use of it. 

In itself, so far as it affects the public, there is nothing in the 
decision to be complained of. The Act of 1874 evidently omitted, 
by design, to deal with actions upon covenants, but the Legislature 
probably intended to take up that subject on another and not very 
remote occasion. They will then almost certainly adopt the course 
which the Court of Appeal, by what seems to have been at least as 
much an anticipation as an interpretation of the law, has adopted. 

Since the decision of Sutton v. Sutton, its principle has been 
carried a step further by a subsequent case. During the argument 
the plaintiff’s counsel observed, that the effect of deciding that the 
remedy of the plaintiff was barred would be, that mortgagees would 
be obliged to take a covenant by a separate deed. But Mr. Justice 
Fry has held (Fearnside vy. Flint, 31 W. R. 318, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 
579), upon the authority of Sutton v. Sutton, that a collateral bond 
given in aid of a mortgage is barred at the end of twelve years; and 
it would be impossible to deny that the same principle applies 
& fortiors to a collateral covenant. 








It is stated that, in consequence of the arrangements by which London 
jury causes are in future to be transferred for trial from the Guildhall to 
the new Royal Courts of Justice not being yet completed, it is now 
determined that the trial of such actions shall not be proceeded with at all 





during the present sittings, 
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THE NEW PATENTS, DESIGNS, AND 
TRADE-MARKS BILLS. 
III. 

Born the Government Bill and that of the Society of Arts pro- 
yide for the perpetuation of the system of granting prolonga- 
tions of the terms of patents, although this practice has found no 
place in the patent law of the United States, and it is, no doubt, 
encouraging to inventors to believe that if their endeavours fail of 
success at the outset, through no fault of their own, there is still a 

+ of benefit from their inventions by the grant of a pro- 
longation of term. The two Bills practically agree as to the 
amount of extension they allow, the one (clause 25) permitting an 
addition of fourteen years to a fourteen years’ patent, and the 
other (clause 25) permitting an addition of eleven years to a seven- 
teen years’ patent, eo that, in either case, the total possible term is 
twenty-eight years. Of course, the extension to this whole term 
would be as rare in the future as it has been in the past, though 
this is less certain if the commissioners suggested by the Society 
of Arts should be appointed, and have intrusted to them the power 
of extension (clause 24), than if that power were still reserved to 
the Judicial Committee, as proposed by the Government (clause 25). 
In both Bills provisions are inserted for defining the circumstances 
entitling to extension, being, in effect, the same as those to which 
the Judicial Committee has hitherto had regard. The Government 
proposes to lay down that regard is to be had to the ‘‘nature and 
merits of the invention in relation to the public,” to the patentee’s 
profits, and to all the circumstances, and that the extension is to 
granted on the basis of a report by the committee that the 
patentee has been ‘“‘inadequately remunerated.” The Society of 
Arts proposes to lay down that regard is to be had to all the cir- 
cumstances, and in particular to the ‘‘ merit and utility” of the 
invention, to the patentee’s ‘‘ expenditure of labour and money,” and 
to his profits as patentee. This last definition thus fails to provide 
in terms ‘‘ inadequate remuneration” as the basis of the whole, but 
this would, in any event, be implied, and it has the advantage of 
specifying the patentee’s expenditure as a matter to be regarded. 
The point where the difference between the two Bills becomes 
really substantial is with respect to the power of the authority 
having a in the matter to impose conditions in respect 
of a prolongation. This power is denied in toto by the society’s 
Bill (clause 25), while the Government Bill (clause 25) gives power 
to impose ‘‘ any restrictions, conditions, and provisions ” which may 
be thought fit. No doubt it may be disagreeable to the patentees 
whom the society represents to have the indulgence they need 
accompanied by onerous conditions; but, after all, prolongation is 
an indulgence, and it may be reasonably supposed that if no power 
of imposing conditions were given, the result would be that, in 
many cases in which that power would be exercised if it existed, 
no prolongation would be granted at all, so that the benefit antici- 
pated from refusing that power might well turn out to be not so 
very great. Besides, as will be seen by-and-bye, the Society of 
Arts, as well as the Government, proposes in‘certain cases to compel 
the grant of licences, and it would be a very anomalous thing to 
give this power where it had not previously existed, while 
ering it where it had been appropriately and beneficially exer- 
el 





. Neither Bill makes any provision for the confirmation of patents, 
it being, no doubt, considered that the proposed improvements in 
the law will render this unnecessary, and regard having also 
probably been had to the practical nullity of the power at present 
vested in the Privy Council. 

Both Bills provide (Government Bill, clause 26 ; society’s Bill, 
clauses 34, 35) for the entire abolition of the roundabout and anti- 
quated procedure for the revocation of patents by way of scire 
facias, and no one will regret the change. That procedure was 
only adapted to times in which technicality possessed extreme 
attractions, and even then was full of pitfalls for the most experi- 
enced practitioners, and after recent changes in legal practice it is 

y going too far to say that there is no one who can state with 
certainty what steps must be taken and in what order to repeal a 
patent in this way. As has already been mentioned the society 
proposes to restrict the grounds of revocation to want of novelty, 
patentee not true inventor, and specification insufficient or mislead- 
ing, while the Government retains all existing grounds for repeal 





by scire facias, and our preference for the Government proposal 
has been sufficiently indicated. And we also prefer the Govern- 
ment suggestion with respect to the authority to be invested with 
the revoking power—viz., the High Court of Justice—to the 
society’s suggestion to give that power to the commissioners. No 
doubt there is something attractive in the idea of vesting in the 
latter this power as well as the other powers proposed to be given 
them, so that they may have an undivided authority in patent 
matters ; but, inasmuch as any one who wishes to dispute a patent 
can get it set aside, if invalid, in an action for infringement which 
he has provoked, unless the power to revoke is given to the court 
there will be two rival authorities, each with power to revoke, so 
that the person who wishes to dispute the patent can practically 
choose out of the two tribunals the one which he thinks most likely 
to favour him ; and it is by no means unlikely that some divergence 
might spring up between the practice of the commissioners and that 
of the court in declaring the invalidity of patents, so that the com- 
missioners might be compelled by the judgment of a court to revoke 
a patent on grounds which, in their own practice, they were not 
accustomed to regard as sufficient. The society confine the power 
of applying for repeal to persons interested, while the Government 
provides no limitation ; but the limitation appears to be quite proper, 
if only the word ‘‘interested” is interpreted with sufficient lati- 
tude, so as, for instance, to include any one trading in articles of the 
same description as the patented ones. The Government Bill goes 
on to provide a mode of procedure by delivering particulars of 
objections, while the other Bill leaves such details to be dealt with 
by rules. 

*With respect to assignments, the Society’s Bill proposes (clause 
28) to re-enact the power given by the Act of 1852 to assign a 
patent either for England, or for Scotland, or for Ireland, and the 
Government Bill (clause 33) proposes even to go beyond this and 
to give power to assign for any place in, or part of, the United 
Kingdom, Channel Islands, or Isle of Man. It seems probable that 
such a provision as that last mentioned would lead to endless con- 
fusion and interminable litigation, taken with which the advan- 
tages of local assignment seem very slight indeed. 

The next point is with reference to compulsory licences to use a 
patent invention, which, according to the one Bill, the Board of Trade, 
and, according to the other Bill, the commissioners, are to be entitled 
to insist on. It has hitherto been left to the Judicial Committee, 
when granting extensions, to compel licences to be granted, on the 
principle that such an indulgence as an extension of term can only 
be permitted on terms which secure the public from injury and 
individuals from hardship. The Government proposal (clause 22) 
now is to give the Board of Trade power to compel licences to be 
granted in three cases arising out of the patentee’s default—viz., 
where the patent is not being worked in the kingdom, where the 
reasonable requirements of the public cannot be supplied, and where 
any person is prevented from using an invention of his own to the 
best advantage—i.e., where he has improved upon the patented 
plan. The society’s proposal (clause 29) omits the first of the 
three cases, but it contains a useful addition to the effect that when 
an order to grant licences has been disobeyed, the commissioners 
may grant the licences themselves. 

A point on which there is a considerable discrepancy between 
the three Bills is with reference to the rights of the Crown in 
regard to patents. This is, perhaps, no more than might have 
been expected, having regard to the fact that, while the second and 
third Bills are professedly framed in the interest of patentees, and 
for the sole purpose of carrying their ideas into effect, the Govern- 
ment Bill is framed by a Government department, which has to 
consider other interests than those of the inventors. The general 
prerogative of the Crown is preserved by clause 104 of the 
Government Bill, and clause 85 of the Society of Arts’ Bill, and 
is not taken away by anything in Mr. Anderson’s Bill, and the 
second Bill even specifies, by clause 84, ee matters in 
which the Crown is to be at liberty to interfere in special cases 
with the course usually pursued with respect to patents, so that if 
there were nothing further in the Bills matters would remain 
much as at present. But clause 27 of the Society’s Bill is in these 
terms :—‘ A patent shall have, to all intents, the like effect as 
against her Majesty the Queen, her heirs and successors, as it has 
against a subject,” and Mr. Anderson’s Bill (clause 11) is in the 
same words. This is a complete change from the present state of 
things, which is so unsatisfactory that it has even been contended, 
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though unsuccessfully, that a contractor manufacturing for the 
Crown is at liberty to disregard the vested rights of a patentee. 
In this respect our sympathies are with the inventors. It is 
pessimi exempli that the Crown, representing the nation, should 
claim to be entitled to use patented inventions on its own terms, or 
without any terms at all, and so to act in a way which none of 
the individuals constituting the nation could follow without being 
exposed to serious penalties as well as to moral reprobation. But 
so long as proper remuneration is secured to the discoverer of an 
invention capable of rendering assistance to the public service it is, 
of course, perfectly right that means should be provided for 
enabling use to be made by the Government of such inventions ; 
and here comes in a difference between inventions of an ordinary 
description and inventions which concern the naval and military 
services, the last class being of much more vital importance than 
the former, which in most cases merely involves the saying of a 
little expense. The Government Bill proposes (clause 41) to make 
no alteration as to the first class of inventions, thus leaving the 
matter in the hands of the Crown; but as to the second class it 
re-enacts the provisions of the Act of 1859, enabling patents to be 
assigned to the Secretary of State for the War Department, with 
all its details about sealed packets and so forth. The society’s 
Bill (clause 27) makes no difference as to the first class of inven- 
tions between the Government and individuals desirous of using a 
patent, but as to the second class it enables the Government to use 
the inventions on terms to be agreed, or, in default of agreement, 
to be settled by the commissioners. Mr. Anderson’s Bill (clause 
11) gives power to any Secretary of State to use any patent of 
either class on agreed terms, or, in default of agreement, on terms 
to be decided by arbitrators appointed respectively by the Treasury 
and the patentee, or, in the last resort, by their umpire. The last 
seems the most satisfactory settlement of the question. Although 
the first class of inventions may not be so important as the last, 
the necessities of the State ought not to form a means of undue 
profit to a patentee, and it appears to be preferable that fair terms 
should be decided by arbitration in the usual way, rather than by 
commissioners owing their offices to the Crown, and whose action 
it might be possible to represent, however unfairly, as biassed ; 
nor is there any sufficient reason why the second class of inven- 
tions should not be treated in the same way; if necessary, the 
machinery of sealed packets might be again brought into play, and 
the arbitrators might be bound to secrecy. In the one case, as in 
the other, all that is wanted is to secure fair terms to both sides, to 
the inyentor and to the nation. 

As to registration, the Government Bill provides (clause 23) for 
the establishment of a single register of patents, of which the 
existing registers of patents and of proprietors are to be deemed 
(clause 102) to be part, and no sufficient reason appears to be 
forthcoming why this should not be done. To have to go to one 
register to find the grant of a patent, and to another to find the 
grant of a licence under it; to one to ascertain the existence of 
patent rights, and to another to discover in whom they are vested, 
appears to be a wholly needless complication, and one which is not 
pursued with regard either to designs or to trade-marks. The 
society’s Bill (clauses 30, 31) contemplates the retention of both 
registers, but this would not probably be insisted on. The rectifi- 
cation of the register or registers is intrusted by both Bills 
(Government Bill, clause 82; society’s Bill, clause 33) to the High 
Court of Justice. 

A great desideratum is now to be supplied, according to both 
the principal Bills (Government Bill, clause 37; society’s Bill, 
clause 50), by the publication of a “‘ Patents’ Journal.” This is a 
matter in which we, in this country, have been very far behind 
the United States. The American Official Gazette contains a 
variety of details, sperincntics, illustrations, advertisements, 
reports of cases, and other matter, and affords most valuable assist- 
ance to inyentors and patent agents. The society’s Bill proposes 
that the journal shall contain advertisements of applications and 
grants, abridgments of specifications, drawings and other matters, 
but it does not specify, as does the Government Bill, that it is to 
contain illustrations, or that it is to contain reports of patent cases. 
In this respect the Goyernment proposal is greatly to be preferred. 
So much of the value of a publication of this kind depends upon 
its completeness, that it would be a great pity if illustrations and 
reports were omitted. 


54). The annual report has been made, in America, the vehicle of 


ment of the law, and if the pressure of legislation in Congress 
had permitted of their adoption more frequently, American patent 
law would be in advance of ours in more respects than it is at 
present. 

One of the particulars in which most was hoped from the 
Judicature Acts and Rules was the institution, in suitable cases, of 
a mode of trial by a judge with assessors, imitated from the 
practice in the Admiralty Court, but the right to a jury, which 
was always exercised by the party having the weaker case, brought 
this useful provision to an untimely end. Now, however, ocovile 
is made by both the principal Bills for giving effect to this mode of 
trial in patent cases. The Government Bill (clause 27) places the 
matter on the right footing, by giving an absolute right to either 
party to have an assessor called in, and in any case giving an option 
to the court to obtain his assistance ; and the society’s Bill (clause 
63), while not containing the useful authority to a party to demand 
such a trial, proposes that, where a trial with assessors is decided 
on, it shall be the duty of the commissioners to act as such assessors 
if requested so todo. Clauses 64 and 65 of the latter Bill also 
give power to the court to refer to the commissioners any patent 
case triable by a referee, and require the commissioners to act as 
arbitrators between the parties in an alleged case of infringement, 
if requested by the parties to act in that capacity. While these pro. 
visions may prove convenient if courts and parties care to avail 
themselves of them, the really important change is that above re- 
ferred to in the Government Bill, compelling the employment of 
an assessor at the demand of either party, which is calculated to 
give the greatest assistance to the court, and to prevent his being 
deprived of that assistance on account of its being the interest of 
one party or the other not to have too much light thrown upon the 
subject-matter of the action. 

y clause 42 of the Government Bill and clauses 73 and 75 of 
the society’s Bill provision is made for rendering the new enact- 
ments applicable to existing patents in most respects, while 
excepting such patents from their operation in some points to 
which they are unsuited. 

The substance of the Industrial Exhibition Act, 1865, and the 
Protection of Inventions Act, 1870, is embodied in both Bills 
(Government Bill, clause 36; society’s Bill, clause 38), pce 
inventions from the consequences of their being poole’ exhibi 
before application for a patent at an industrial or international 
exhibition ; but the society’s Bill proposes to extend the period of 
six months from the opening of the exhibition, at present allowed 
for making an application for a patent, to eighteen months, with- 
out its being very apparent why the inventor should be allowed a 

ear longer for tantalizing his compeers by his possession of an 
invention which they have no means of obtaining a right to use. 

Clause 93 of the Government Bill proposes to re-enact shortly 
the gist of the 7th section of the Act of 1855 (which clause 41 of 
the society’s Bill proposes to re-enact at full length), forbidding 
representations that unpatented articles are in fact patented, by the 
use of the word “ patent,” or “patented,” or otherwise. This is 
quite right, as the public are deterred from manufacturing an 
article which is declared to be patented, though they are really 
entitled to do so, and the fruits are thus reaped of a false repre- 
sentation. 

On clause 94 of the Government Bill, forbidding the unauthor- 
ized use of the Royal arms, we have already remarked elsewhere, 
and it is, therefore, only necessary to repeat that there does not 
appear to be any necessity for such a provision, since no single 
purchaser can be produced who eyer bought from one shop goods 
which he would otherwise haye bought from another, merely 
because the first made use of the Royal arms. We may also repeat 
our regret that the Exhibition Medals Act, 1868, was not repealed 
and re-enacted here in such a form as to apply generally to all 
exhibition medals. An article, which has beén decided after an 
adequate test to be the best or one of the best articles of the kind 
which are made, is sold, and properly so, upon the tee of 
quality thus given, and it is not right that one man should claim 
the benefits of another’s good workmanship. 

We have now gone through the Patents’ Clauses of the Govern- 
ment Bill, and the provisions of the other two Bills, with some 
minuteness, and without going through them again seriatim, it is 
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the materials contained in these three Bills which would be, in our 

inion, considerably better than either is at present. The main 
features of the Bill which we should like to see emerge from the 
Grand Committee would be:—A board of commissioners, applica- 
tions by post, examination of applications, complete specification 
lodged before patent granted, previous foreign patents disregarded, 
ageventeen years’ term with possible extension, fees amounting to 
not more than 100 guineas in all, date to be from date of applica- 
tion, revocation by a simplified procedure, compulsory licences in 
certain cases, and patents equally valid against the Crown as 

inst a subject, with provisions for enabling the Crown to use 
the inventions on fair terms. The fact that almost all these 
features are common to both Bills makes it pretty certain that they 
will re-appear after the discussion in Committee, and any Bill that 
is likely to pass through Parliament can hardly fail to confer great, 
though not showy, benefits upon the nation. 

It only remains now to see the way in which it is proposed to 
deal with designs and trade-marks. 








REVIEWS. 


CONTRACTS. 


Appison oN ConTRACTS. A TREATISE ON THE LAw oF ConrTrRacts., 
By 0. G. Appison, Esq. Eicutu Epirion. By Horace Smiru, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 

Mr. Justice Cave, who edited the last edition of this work, intro- 
duced a more convenient and scientific classification of the subjects 
treated, and, in the present edition, this arrangement has been 
retained with little alteration. To a considerable extent, the changes 
which have occurred in the framework of the book are the result of 
the transfer of matter rendered necessary by the inclusions and 
omissions made by Mr. Justice Cave from the last edition of Addison 
on Torts. Thus the portions of that work relating to the duties of 
carriers in conveying goods and distress for rent have been incorpor- 
ated with the present work, while the portions relating to the 
liability of banking partnerships for the frauds of their agents, 
fraudulent assignments by debtors, the doctrine of reputed ownership, 
bills of sale, and other matters, which were included in the last 
edition of the ‘‘ Torts,” have been omitted from the present edition of 
“Contracts.” 

The editing of a work covering such a vast range of cases is a 
gigantic task. The editor states that nearly two thousand cases have 
been added to the present edition, and we can testify to the industry 
with which the decisions which have occurred since the last edition 
have been collected, and to the very recent date to which they are 
brought down in the text. With regard te the mode in which the 
effect of the cases has been stated, we have examined the references 
to several of the leading recent cases in different branches of the law 
of contract; and we are inclined to think that the statements are 
generally accurate so far as they go, and, perhaps, sufficient for the 
purposes of a digest, but they are sometimes less complete and useful 
than the statements of cases inserted by the author om previous editor. 
What we mean may be illustrated by the notice of Robertson v. Amazon 
Tug Company (L. R. 9Q. B. D. 598), at page 975, ‘‘ Where a contract 
wasmade with reference to a specified ship, it was held that there was 
no implied warranty of fitness.” There should, of course, here have 
been added ‘‘ for the purpose for which the contract was made,” and the 
fact of Lord Justice Bramwell’s dissent should have been noticed ; but 
the point we desire to submit is, whether it would not have been 
infinitely more instructive to the reader if the editor had added an 
extract from Lord Justice Cotton’s judgment showing the reasons 
why, in the case of a contract with regard to a known vessel, the 
contractor must be considered as having agreed to take the risk of the 
arma or less efficiency of the chattel with regard to which he con- 


To our remark as to the general accuracy of the state- 
ments of cases we must make one important exception. At page 218 
we find Walsh v. Lonsdale cited from the Law Reports. That case, 
although decided by the Court of Appeal in March, was only reported 
inthe November number of the Law Reports, and as the author's 
preface is dated in December, the appearance of this reference in the 
early part of a volume containing over 1,400 pages, is a very credit- 

instance of energy and ingenuity on the part of the editor and 

the printers. We are bound to say, however, that in this instance it 
d have been better if either the effect of the case had been more 

Y explained in the text, or, if that was not possible, it had been 
Teserved for fuller ex: tion in the addenda. As the text stands, 
We read on one page that “if an intended lessee enters into possession 








and pays rent, he becomes tenant from year to year until the lease is 
duly executed according to the agreement. In such a case the tenant 
holds on such of the terms of the agreement as are applicable to a 

early tenancy,” which is an inaccurately expressed statement of the 

w before it was revolutionized by Walsh v. Lonsdale ; while, on the 
next page, immediately following the more accurate statement that 
the ‘‘ prima facie presumption” that a tenancy from year to year is 
created by the payment and acceptance of rent may be rebutted, we 
find the following account of the effect of Walsh v. Lonsdale. 
Since the Judicature Act the rules of equity prevail; and 
if there is an agreement for a lease, the tenant holds under 
the terms of it before any payment of rent.” It is hardly 
pecnseney point out the inaccuracy and incompleteness of this state- 
ment, order that the “rules of equity” may ‘‘ prevail,” there 
must be entry into possession under an agreement for a lease 
capable of being specifically enforced ; and if these requisites exist, 
the tenant does not merely hold under the agreement, but under the 
same terms, in all respects, as if a lease had been granted in pursuance 
of the agreement. 

On the whole, however, we think that this edition of Addison will 
maintain the reputation of the work as a satisfactory guide to the vast 
storehouse of decisions on contract law. : 





EXTRADITION. 


L’EXTRADITION: Recueil renfermant in extenso tous les traités 
conclus jusqu’au ler Janvier, 1883, entre les nations civilisées, et 
donnant la solution précise des difficultés ai peuvent surgir dans 
leur application. Avec une préface de M. Georges Lachaud. 
Publié sous les auspices de M. C. E. Howard Vincent. Par F. J. 
a attaché & la direction des affaires criminelles. Stevens 

¢ Sons. 


This portly volume contains certainly the most complete collection of 
public documents relating to extradition which has yet appeared in 
this country. After a shott introduction on the eral subject of 
extradition and procedure, the first part contains the extradition 
treaties and arrangements entered into by Germany with different 
nations, followed in the second part by the circulars and instructions 
issued by the German Government. The next part is devoted to 
the treaties entered into by England, and these are followed b 
similar collections of treaties entered into by the United States, an 
all the other countries which have entered into extradition treaties. 
In the interesting preface by M. Lachaud, he mentions that his 
father, the great advocate, had mised to write a preface, but his 
death prevented him from fulfilling his promise, 





LEADING CASES IN COMMON LAW. 


A SELECTION oF THE LEADING CAsES IN THE Common Law. 
With Notes. Serconp Eprrion. By W. SHIRLEY SHIRLEY, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


Mr. Shirley asks his graver readers, if they find the work sound in 
law, to condone the levity of style, for the sake of their less serious 
brethren, who have testified that this “lightness of style has been 
the means of fixing legal principles firmly in their memories, and of 
giving them a relish for the study of law.” If the facetious statements 
of leading cases have had this beneficial effect, we can hardly grumble 
at them ; but we confess we think there is some danger of the “less 
serious brethren ” swallowing the sugar and omitting to swallow the 
powder—i.e., the notes, which are happily not generally of a comic 
nature, and contain a great deal of valuable elementary information 
often very well expressed. 








A writer in a Philadelphia newspaper describes in the following classical 
language the enviable position of a judge of the United States Supreme 
Court :—“ For high-toned perquisites, privileges, and luxuries, the jolly 
old owls on the Supreme Court bench would take the premium at the 
world’s fair—they would take the cake, the oven, the baker, and the 
farmer’s wheat-field. In the first place, every one of the judges has a 
room in his house furnished by the Government luxuriously—a perfect 
library in itself. The walls are covered with book-cases filled with law 
books of great value and usefulness; the floors are richly carpeted, a 
great massive desk occupies the centre of the room, morocco lounges and 
easy chairs invite you to repose, and the body servant is just without the 
door awaiting the tinkle of the silver bell. These, including the body 
servants, are paid for out of Uncle Sam’s pouch. If you go to dine with 
a judge you will probably find a waiter, paid for by the Government, as a 
messenger or labourer. Each judge has his own man. The Supreme 
Court has more officers and men than any similar institution in the world 
thrice over.” 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1881, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Has attention been called to the following question arising on 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881 ? 

Section 34 provides that, ‘‘ where a deed by which a new trustee is 
appointed to perform any trust contains a declaration by the appointor 
to the effect that any estate or interest in any land subject to the 
trust, or in any chattel so subject, or the right to recover and 
receive any debt or other thing in action so subject, shall vest in the 
persons who, by virtue of the deed, become and are the trustees for 
performing the trust, that declaration shall, without any conveyance 
or assignment, operate to vest in those persons, as joint tenants, 
and for the purposes of the trust, that estate, interest, or right.” 

In a case which occurred in practice last week, a sole trustee under 
a settlement retired, and a new sole trustee was being appointed. The 
trust property had never been conveyed to the retiring trustee and 
was, as it happened, in nubibus and only to be got at by taking out 
administration for the purpose. Here, it seemed, was the very instance 
in which section 34 would be of use. 

Unfortunately, the section only applies where, after the appoint- 
ment, there will be “ trustees for performing the trust,” and not (or 
at least not in terms) where one is appointed sole trustee. Can this 
defect be supplied by a “generous” interpretation administered at 
some suitor’s mse? Or are appointors of sole trustees—who are, 
of all appointors, the most likely to be unable to get a conveyance— 
to remain i by the statute ? 

It is remarkable, too, that the section is expressed to apply only 
where ‘a new trustee is appointed,” and not where several vacancies 
are filled up; but, I suppose, the greater includes the less. G. C. 

Lincoln’s-inn, April 16. 





THE RAILWAY COMMISSIONERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It has been announced that, at a conference of representatives 
of various towns, districts, and trades of the United Kingdom recently 
held, a memorial to the President of the Board of Trade, “ urging him 
to introduce a Bill to carry into effect so much of the recommendations 
of the Railway Rates Committee as related to the jurisdiction and 
constitution of a Railway Commission, had been signed by eleven 
chambers of agriculture and twelve chambers of commerce.” I had 
expected that the pressure of public business would not admit of any 
such measure being introduced this session, but, after a perusal of the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Bill, I incline to think that legislation 
is impending. That Bill contains no clauses for the purpose of 
carrying out the resolutions of the House of Commons in relation to 
the remission of the passenger duty. This large remission, therefore, 
will have to be effected by a separate Bill, and no more favourable 
opportunity than that offered by such a Bill is likely to be given for 
imposing further traffic obligations on the railway companies. 

What the amendments of the Act of 1873 should be it is easy to 
suggest. Prohibition and other modes of questioning decisions of 
the commissioners (except ial case) should be abolished. The 
commissioners should have jurisdiction to grant a through rate on the 
application of any member of the public who can show a grievance, 
and not only, as now, on the application of railway or canal com- 
panies. The vague expression, ‘‘ reasonable facilities,” should receive 
some statutory definition, so as to give the commissioners some guide 
in the exercise of their discretion. The power of the Board of Trade 
to interpose by certificate between municipal corporations and the 
companies, which formed no part of the Act of 1873 as originally 
framed, but was added thereto by the House of Lords in Committee, 
should be taken away. The commissioners should be empowered to 
give damages in respect of past over-charges as well as to restrain 
them for the future. Lastly, the Commissioners should be empowered 
to enforce obedience to the special Acts of the companies, and here I 
would call attention to the statutory necessity, under section 86 of 
the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, of railway rates and fares being not 
only within the maximum prescribed by Parliament, but also reason- 
able. The commissioners are, surely, the proper tribunal to decide 
whether this condition of reasonableness has been complied with. 

InNER TEMPLE. 





Chief Justice Sharswood, of Pennsylvania, is stated to have said in a 
— at a Philadelphia banquet, given in honour of his retirement from 
the bench, that “it may be questioned whether great learning is a desirable 
quality in a judge. He is apt to wish to display it on all occasions by 
elaborate and tedious opinions, and delivering charges unintelligible to 
juries.”’ 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


AppornTMENT or New Trustre—Arripavit or Frrness—Sorsciror.—In g 


case of In re Lowe, before the Court of Lunacy on the 14th inst., a question 
arose as to the sufficiency of an affidavit of the fitness of a person whom it 
was proposed to appoint as a new trustee. The petition was for the ap. 
pointment of a new trustee in the place of a lunatic. The only evidences 
adduced of the fitness of the person proposed as trustee was an affidavit 
the petitioner’s solicitor. The court (Baccattay and Corton, L.JJ.) h 
that there must be an affidavit by some independent witness. Cortoy, 
L.J., said that the solicitor by presenting the petition showed that he 
thought the person proposed as the new trustee was a fit person, and hig 
evidence did not the matter any further. There must be another 
affidavit by some independent person.—Soricrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray ; 
C. H. Ommaney. 





Lunacy Prrrrion—SiGnatTure or JupGE TO OrpER.—In a case of Jn re 
Gaby, before the Court of Lunacy on the 14th inst., a difficulty arose in 
consequence of the death of the late Master of the Rolls. An order had 
been made on the petition by Jessel, M.R., and Cotton, L.J. The registrar 
raised a difficulty as to the drawing up of the order, on the ground that, 
according to the practice, the order ought to be signed by both the judges 
who had made it. Corron, L.J., said that, as one judge sitting alone had 
power to make an order on a lunacy petition, he would pro formd make the 
order now, and then it would be sufficient if he alone signed it. The order 
would be dated as of this day. 





Costs—APPorTIONMENT—CLAIM AND CouNTER-cCLAIM BOTH SvuCCEssFUI— 
Orv. 19, x. 3.—On the 13th inst. the Court of Appeal (Baccatzay, 
Corton, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of Chitty, J., in the case of 
Ward v. Morse (ante, p. 278). The question was as to the proper mode of 
taxation of the costs of a claim and counter-claim in a case where both 
claim and counter-claim had been successful. In Saner v. Bilton (27 W.R. 
472, L. R. 11 Ch. D. 416), an action and a counter-claim were both dis. 
missed with costs, and Fry, J., after consulting the taxing masters, held that 
the plaintiff in the original action must pay the general costs of the action, 
and that the defendant, who was to pay the costs of the counter-claim, 
was only to pay the costs of the proceedings so far as they had been 
increased by reason of the counter-claim. His lordship said, ‘‘ The principal 
reason which leads me to that conclusion is this, that the plaintiff in the 
original action is the person who first commences litigation. The plaintiff 
in the action first lets out the waters of litigation, and it is impossible to 
say how far the counter-claim ever would have been agitated 1f he had not 
begun that litigation. That appears to me to furnish a reason why, as @ 
general rule, the action should be treated as if it stood by itself, and the 
counter-claim should only bear the amount by which the costs of the pro- 
ceedings are increased by it. I need not add that in every case the court 
can give special directions which may vary the rule, but all I decide now 
is this, that in a case in which both action and counter-claim are dismissed 
with costs, the general costs of the proceedings are not to be apport’? 
but the defendant, who bears the costs of the counter-claim, has only to 
pay that sum by which the costs of the proceedings have been increased 

y the counter-claim.’’ In Mason v. Brentini (29 W. R. 126, L. R. 15 Ch. 
D. 287) the same question arose, and the Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., 
and James and Brett, L.JJ.) entirely agreed with the decision in Saner v. 
Bilton, and the reasons given for it, and said that the judgment of Fry, J., 
must be considered as expressing the rule of the court. In Baines vy. 
Bromley (29 W. R. 245, L. R. 6 Q. B. D. 691), before the Court of Appeal 
at Westminster (Bramwell, Brett, and Cotton, L.JJ.), there was an action 
and a counter-claim, and at the trial a verdict was found for the plaintiff for 
£115, and for the defendant on his counter-claim for £230, and the judge 
directed that judgment should be entered for the plaintiff on the claim, 
and judgment for the defendant on the counter-claim for £115, being the 
balance. The judgment as entered was, ‘‘ That the plaintiff recover against 
the defendant his costs of suit, and that the defendant recover against the 
plaintiff £115 on the counter-claim, and his costs of the counter-claim.” 
On taxation the master treated this as a verdict for the defendant, and gave 
him the costs of the cause, including ‘ewe alia) the costs of interrogatories 
by the plaintiff to the defendant, and allowed the plaintiff only the costs of his 
witnesses, whose evidence was essential to establish his claim t the 
defendant to the extent to which he succeeded. Pollock, B., upheld this taxa- 
tion, but the Court of Appeal held that the master was wrong. Bramwell, 
L.J., and Cotton, L.J., said that the judgment was that the plaintiff 
recover his costs of suit, and the master had not allowed the plaintiff those 
costs. Brett, L.J., said, ‘‘The judgment is entered and the costs were by 
it dealt with as if the defendant had met the plaintiff’s claim by 4 
counter-claim in the nature of a cross-action, not of a set-off, and such 
judgment stands unchallenged. The costs have been taxed, how- 
ever, as if the plaintiff had not succeeded at all in his action, but only on 
certain issues, and I think that that was wrong. That alone is sufficient 
to sustain the appeal. I have, however, a firm opinion that where there 1s 
a claim with issues taken on it and a counter-claim,*not a set-off, but in 
the nature of a cross-action with issues on it, and where the plain 
succeeds on the claim and the defendant on the counter-claim, the 
proper principle of taxation, if not otherwise ordered, is to take the 
claim as if it and its issues were an action, and then to take the counter- 
claim and its issues as if it were an action, and then to give the allocatur 
for costs for the balance in favour of the litigant in whose favour the 
balance turns. In such a case, where items are common to both actions, 
the master would divide them. Where the so-called counter-claim is @ 
set-off, there is but one action,”’ In the present case the plaintiff suc- 
ceeded in his action, and the defendant succeeded in his counter-claim. 
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In the action the sum of £238 was found to be due from the defendant t° 
the plaintiff ; in the counter-claim the sum of £591 was found to be due 
from the plaintiff to the defendant. An order was then made referring 
it to the taxing master to tax the plaintiffs costs of the action, and the 
defendant’s costs of his counter-claim, and it was ordered that the 
amount of the first-mentioned costs be set off against the amount of the 
second-mentioned costs, and the balance added to, or deducted from, the 
balance found due to the defendant on the action and counter-claim. In 
ursuance of this order the taxing master taxed the plaintiff’s costs of the 
action at £92 17s. 6d., and the defendant’s costs of the counter-claim at 
£89 18s. 3d., leaving a balance of £2 19s. 3d. due to the plaintiff. The 
defendant carried in objections to the taxation: (1) as to the plaintiff’ s 
pill of costs, he objected to the allowance in it ‘‘of the several items 
common to the action and counter-claim, and insists that the same ought 
to be apportioned, on the ground that neither the action nor the counter- 
claim was dismissed, and that the plaintiff should be allowed only such 
thereof as is fairly attributable to the action. He also objects to the 
allowance of all costs, or increase of costs, occasioned by the counter- 
claim, and says the plaintiff should be disallowed all such costs as he 
failed on the counter-claim.’’ And, as to the defendant’s bill of 
costs, he objected ‘‘to the disallowance of the whole of the items 
common to both action and counter-claim, and says that such 
items should be apportioned, and that hes hould be allowed such part there- 
of as is fairly attributable to the counter-claim. He also objects to the 
disallowance of items relating in effect wholly to his counter-claim,.’’ The 
taxing master overruled the objections, and said that he found nothing to 
distinguish the case in principle from Saner v. Bilton and Mason v. Brentini. 
Chitty, J., affirmed the decision of the taxing master. He said the prin- 
ciple of Saner v. Bilton applied. Before the Judicature Act a cross-action 
must have been brought instead of a counter-claim. The effect of the 
new procedure was, in this respect, to reduce the costs of the whole liti- 
gation. One writ alone was now necessary, and the plaintiff’s costs were 
proportionately large because of the saving of costs effected in favour of 
the defendant. On the hearing of the appeal the claim of the defendant 
was limited to such costs as were common to both claim and counter- 
claim, and it was said that such items as term fee, attendances in court, 
and briefs to counsel were common. And it was urged that it was a mere 
accident which party commenced the litigation, and that the right tc 
recover the common charges ought not to depend on that accident. The 
reasons given for the decision in Saner v. Bilton did not, it was said, apply 
to a case in which both claim and counter-claim were successful, because 
the event showed that both parties were right in commencing their litiga- 
tion. What Brett, L.J., said in Baines v. Bromley was in favour of the 
present appeal. Under the old system the defendant must have brought 
a cross-action, and then the costs, which were common to both 
claim and counter-claim, would have been incurred twice over. Why 
should the saving which was effected by the new procedure enure wholly 
to the benefit of the plaintiff when both parties were in the right? 
Baceattay, L.J., said that the question was, when both action and 
counter-claim were successful, and the amount recovered on the counter- 
claim exceeded that which was recovered in the action, in what way 
ought the costs of the whole proceeding to be disposed of? To some 
extent Saner v. Bilton was an authority, and it was approved by the Court 
of Appeal in Mason v. Brentini. His lordship did not see anything in what 
Brett, L.J., said in Baines v. Bromley contrary, in substance, to what was 
decided in Saner v. Bilton. He thought the principle of Saner v. Bilton 
was equally applicable when both parties succeeded. He thought the 
plaintiff ought to recover from the defendant the costs of the action, 
except so far as they had been increased by the counter-claim, and that the 
defendant ought to recover from the plaintiff the costs of the counter- 
claim. Any items of costs which were really common should be divided 
between the parties. Apart from that the principle of Saner v. Bilton 
applied. Corron, L.J., thought that Mason v. Brentini, following, as it 
did, Sener v. Bilton, applied to the present case. The rule there laid down 
was that there should be no apportionment of the general costs of the 
action. The terms of the judgments in Saner v. Bilton and the present case 
were similar; in the one case the order was that each party should pay 
costs; in the other, that each party should receive costs; and his lordship 
could not see why a different course should be pursued in the taxation. He 
saw no reason why the words of the judgment should be construed 
differently according as the one party or the other succeeded or failed. 
Possibly the court might have pronounced a different judgment when both 
— succeeded, but here the court had only to construe the judgment. 
a L.J., concurred.—Sonicirors, Cowdell, Grundy, §¢ Browne; C. J. 
ander. 





Bankruptcy Perrtrion—Orper ror Sunstirurep Service—Depror ovr 
or ENGLAND—INTENT TO DEFEAT OR DELAY CrEDITORS—BANKRUP?TCY Act, 
1869, s. 6, sun-sEction 8—Banxrvuptcy Ruies, 1870, rr. 61, 66.—In a case 
of Ex parte Spiers, before the Court of Ap on the 12th inst., a question 
arose as to making an order for substituted service of a uptey 

tition. On the 29th of January a bankruptcy petition was presented 
au Spiers against Gibson, who was not a trader. e act of bankruptcy 

eged was that Gibson had, on or about the 28th of January, with 
intent to defeat or delay his creditors, de out of England, and 
that he remained out of England with the like intent. The registrar, 
after hearing evidence as to the departure of Gibson, which he con- 
sidered amounted to primd facie proof of the alleged act of bankruptcy, 
sealed the petition, and on the 7th of February gave the petitioner 
liberty to servo a sealed copy of the petition, together with a sealed 
copy of the order, on Gibson  sgmge ee § at Montreal, or elsewhere 
in Canada, the evidence being that he had gone to that country. The 
petitioner afterwards applied for liberty to serve the petition on Gibson 





by leaving a sealed copy of it with his wife in England, or by leaving a 
sealed copy with an adult inmate at Gibson’s usual or last known place of 
abode or residence, or by advertisement in the London Gazette and the 
Times. The regi was not satisfied by the evidence adduced that 
service of the petition in the way ed would be effectual or sufficient 
service on Gibson, in pursuance of e 66 of the Rules of 
1870, and he accordingly refused the application. The Court of Appeal 
(Baceattay, Corron, and Fry, L.JJ.) ed the decision. Rule 61 of 
the Bankruptcy Rules, 1870, provides that, if personal service of a debtor’s 
summons or a petition cannot be effected, ‘‘ the court may grant exten- 
sion of the time for service, or, if the court is satisfied by affidavit that the 
debtor is keeping out of the way to avoid such service, it may order service 
to be made by delivery of the summons or petition to some adult inmate 
at his usual or last known place of residence or business, . or, in 
the case of a petition, the court may order that a notice 

requiring the debtor to appear at the hearing of the petition on the day 
named, being not less than fourteen days after the publication of the 
notice, and that such notice shall be deemed to be served on the debtor.”’ 
And by rule 66, ‘‘ Where a debtor petitioned against is not in England, 
the court, upon such evidence as shall satisfy it that the service 
will be effectual or sufficient, may order service to be made within 
such time and in such manner and form as it shall deem fit.” 
It was admitted that the evidence adduced by the petitioner did not show 
that the proposed mode of service would be ‘‘ effectual or sufficient” within 
rule 66. But it was urged that the court had power to make the order 
asked for under rule 61, and that when a debtor had absconded in this 
way, with intent to defeat or delay his creditors, it necessarily followed 
that he was keeping out of the way to avoid any legal by his 
creditors, including the service of a bankruptcy petition. Baeeatay, 
L.J., thought that the order of the registrar was right. No doubt there 
was a great deal of force in the argument that if a man absconded in the 
way this debtor had done, he must also be intending to avoid any legal 
process by his creditors. But it was possible that a debtor might have 
absconded in order to avoid the criminal law being put in force against 
him, and when he had once got out of the range of the criminal law, he 
might not care about any other process. His lordship did not think it 
necessarily followed that when a man had de out of or was 
remaining out of England, with intent to defeat or delay his creditors, he 
was also keeping out of the way to avoid legal process by his creditors. 
Corron, L.J., thought that when the consequence would be to make a 
man a bankrupt, it was better to keep strictly to the words of the rule, and 
not to give them a wide construction, especially when there was another 
rule (rule 66) applicable to the case. He thought it was better not to 
extend rule 61. Fry, L.J., concurred.—Soxrcrror, H. Montagu. 





Custom or Srock Excuance—Sare or SHares—TRANSFER NOT DULY 
SIGNED BY SELLERS—REFvusAL TO RecisTER—PURCHASE-MONEY REFUNDED 
To PurcuaserRs BY SrocksprokErs—Ciam BY SrTocKBROKERS AGAINST 
SeL.ters—SeErrLEMENT IN ACCOUNT BETWEEN Broxers.—In a case of 
Barker and another v. Beckett and others, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, 
on the 16th inst., the question arose whether persons who directed a 
stockbroker to sell shares on the Stock Exchange were themselves bound 
by the rules as to settlements between persons dealing on the Stock 
Exchange. The defendants were the executors and trustees of a Mr. 
John Beckett, deceased, one of them being his widow. The property of 
the testator included £2,218 worth of North British Preference Stock. 
The trust funds were, in reality, managed by a son of Mr. Beckett—Mr. 
W. H. Beckett—who gave instructions for the sale or purchase of stocks 
and shares. In 1881 Mrs. Beckett gave him directions to sell the North 
British Preference Stock. Mr. W. H. Beckett, who at that time was 
carrying on his father’s stockbroking business at Sheffield, instructed the 
plaintiffs, who were stockbrokers at Manchester, to sell the stock, which 
they accordingly did to a jobber named Turton, who in due course passed 
on to the plaintiffs the names of three purchasers of the stock. Mr. 
Beckett thereupon sent transfers to the plaintiffs, signed by Mrs. Beckett, 
but which, as it subsequently appeared, was not duly signed by her co- 
trustees. He also sent the certificate of the stock, ich was, in the 
ordinary course, deposited with the secretary of the London Stock 
Exchange as evidence of the seller’s title to the stock. The purchasers 
accordingly paid the £2,218 and took the transfers. The North British 
Company were, however, directed to refuse registration, on the ground 
that the signatures of Mrs. Beckett’s co-trustees were not maine, and 
the purchasers of the stock thereupon claimed a return of the purchase- 
money, Which was paid back to Mr. Turton by the plaintiffs. The 
plaintiffs had, however, previously delivered certain stocks and shares to 
Mr. W. H. Beckett, and the balance had been paid and settled between 
the parties, and it was contended that the i 
entitled, by the custom of the Stock Exchange, to recover the £2,218 
from the defendants, on the ground that the settlement with Mr. W. H. 
Beckett, who had since absconded, was equivalent to a cash 
Manisty, J., before whom the action was tried, having given {hdgment 
for the defendants, the plaintiffs appealed. The Court of A a 
M.R., Corron and Bowsn, L.JJ.) diemnissed the appeal. Brerr, M.R., said 
the foundation of the plaintiffs’ case depended on whether they had paid the 
defendants, or done what was equivalent to a. It seemed to him 
that the plaintiffs did do what was equivalent to payment to W. H. Beckett. 
If Beckett had been principal it would have been a good payment. Ifthe 
defendants had held out Beckett as a person to whom payment might be 
made they would be bound, but there was no evidence that they $0, 
The defendants were not dealing on the Stock Exchange, they were 
directing W. H. Beckett to do so. He was directed to sell, or get another 
broker to sell, the North British shares, and authority was given to apply 
the proceeds to the purchase of Great Western shares. Beckett, when 
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received the proceeds of the North British shares, was bound to pay over 
the money or to apply it to the purchase of Great Western shares. He 
did not do so. He authorized the plaintiffs fraudulently to sell other 
shares. The plaintiffs did so and did not hand over the price, They 
settled an account which wasgood against Beckett, but could they set it u 
against the defendants? It was argued that, by the custom of a 
ex , two brokers—the one the purchaser and the other a seller— 
might have settled, as in the present case, so as to bind the principals. 
No such custom had been proved ; if it existed the present was not a settle- 
ment within it. The argument as to custom failed. The defendants 
were bound to show that they had paid Beckett in an authorized manner. 
Cash was one such way, Great Western shares were another. The defend- 
ants having paid in neither of those ways, had failed to show any pay- 
ment. tron and Bowen, L.JJ., concurred.—Souicrrors, Fowler ¢ 
Perks ; Prior; Bigg, Church, § Adams, for Herbert Bramley, Sheffield. 





Rreantan Owner—Easement—Power To GRANT Riparian RicutTs Nn 
Respect or Frowrse Water.—In the case of Ormerod y. The Todmorden 
Mili Company, in the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 12th inst., the court 
had to consider the power of a riparian owner to grant his rights in respect of 
flowing water to a person who is not such an owner. The action was brought 
against the defendants for taking water out of the Burnley River, and 
returning it diminished in quantity and deteriorated in quality. The 
plaintiffs were admitted to be riparian owners. The defendants’ mill was 
at a distance from the river, and they conducted the water to their mill by 
means of a pipe laid through the land of a riparian owner. The right to 
lay the pipe was given by that owner by a deed, which purported to grant 
and demise to the company ‘‘ the right, liberty, authority, and privilege to 
place, fix, and lay water-pipes in and through a certain plot of land’’ to 
the river. At the trial before Cave, J., the jury found that, assuming the 
defendants not to be riparian owners, or entitled to the same rights as 
such owners, but to be mere strangers, the water was affected by use made 
of it by the defendants, but that the plaintiffs had failed to show that for 
practical purposes they were sensibly damaged. They also found that, 
assuming the defendants to be riparian owners, or to be entitled to the 
same rig ts as such owners, the use made by them of the water was a 
reasonable use in the circumstances of the case. Cave, J., considered that 
the meaning of the findings was, that what the defendants did was not 
sufficient of itself to produce substantial damage to the plaintiffs, but that 
it was of a nature, if done to a sufficient extent, to produce such damage, 
and, consequently, thatin that way the plaintiffs’ right was affected. His 
lordship was of opinion that the case of The Stockport Waterworks Company 
v. Potter (3 H. & C. 300, 12 W. R. Dig. 119) wasin point, as deciding that a 
riparian owner cannot, except as against himself, confer on one who is 
not such an owner any right to use the water of the stream, and that any 
user of the stream by a non-riparian proprietor, even under a grant from 
a vi roprietor, is wrongful if it sensibly affects the rights of 
other riparian proprietors. e therefore gave judgment for the 
plaintiffs. The co (Brett, M.R., and Liypiey and Bowen, L.JJ.) 

the dneemens. Brett, M.R., said the case was to be treated on 
the footing the plaintiffs were riparian owners, and the defendants 
were not. He was of opinion that Cave, J., had attributed the right 
meaning to the findings of the jury. The question had been raised 
whether, fowumninig fhe defendants to be riparian owners, yet the plaintiffs 
could recover in this action, inasmuch as they were using the water for 
purposes which would be ‘‘ extraordinary purposes’’ within the proposi- 
tion of Lord Kingsdown in Miner v. Gilmour (7 W. R. 328, 12 Moo. P. C. 
156). But his lordship was inclined to adopt the suggestion that where a 
district has become a manufacturing district, the use of astream for 
manufacturing purposes would become ordinary purposes within the 
meaning of the proposition, and the findings of the jury would, in the 
circumstances, have given the defendants the right claimed. But the 
defendants were not riparian owners, for they had no property in anything 
which touched the bank of the river, and the effect of the deed was merely 
to grant them an easement to ny the pipe. He agreed with the decision 
of the majority of the court in the Stockport Waterworks Company v. Potter, 
that a = owner cannot, except as against himself, grant his riparian 
ts, The law with regard to running water, and to the infringement 
of the rights of riparian owners, is a part of the common law of England 
which is applicable only as between riparian owners, and it has no appli- 
cation at all as between riparian owners and those who are not such 
owners. Lixpey, L.J., was of the same opinion. The deed did not in 
terms grant aright to take water, and it seemed carefully framed to avoid 
giving such a right. In his opinion the right of a riparian owner in 
respect of flowing water is incident to his proprietorship and possession of 
the land, and cannot be a right in gross. Bowen, L.J., said that the 
defendants had not had any riparian rights assigned tothem. He was 
disposed to think the major of the court in The Stockport Waterworks Com- 
pany v. Potter were right. But he decided the case on the grounds that 
the rights of the plaintiffs, who were riparian owners, had been affected 
by the defendants, who were not such owners, whereas these rights could 
only be affected by a reasonable use of the stream by riparian owners 
above the plaintiffs—Souicitors, Torr ¢ Co., for A. G. ¢ T. Eastwood; 
Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., for Grundy, Kershaw, § Co. 





Pracrice—Norice m Lazu or Disrerycas on Stockx—Issuncrion—Inre- 
nim Onper—5 Vicr. c. 5, 68. 4, 5—Onv. 46, nr. 2a, 3, 4, 7, 10.—In a case 
of In re Blakeley, betore Pearson, J., on the 17th inst., a question arose as 
to the proper form of an order for an injunction where a notice in lieu 
of a distringas on stock (as provided by rules 2a and 7 of order 46) has been 
given to the Bank of not to allow a transfer of stock or to pay 
the dividends on it without notice to the person gi the notice, the 


gr 
bank afterwande gives notios to that person thet they will allow o teauater i 








of the stock by the person in whose name it stands, and will pay the 
dividends to him, unless they are served with an injunction within the 
specified time of eight days. In a case of this kind the claimant of the 
stock, after receiving such a notice from the bank, moved ex parte for an 
injunction to restrain the bank from allowing a transfer of the stock 
from paying any dividends thereon, and it was suggested that the proper 
course would be to grant an injunction for a fortnight and then serve it 
on the legal owner, and decide the rights of the parties upon affidavits 
on his appearance. Pxanson, J., held that the proper course would be to 
grant an interim order over the next motion day, which order must be 
served on the legal owner of the stock, and then the court could deal with 
the matter again on his ap ce, or, if he did not appear, the injunction 
could be extended.—Souicitor, W. J. Myatt. 





Practice—Degatu or Party—Transmission oF Inrsrest—Conpvucr op 
Cavse—Cuancery Procepure Act, 1852, s. 44—Rvuuzs or Count, 1875, 
orp. 50, n. 4.—In the case of In re Delaney, Delaney vy. Delaney, before 
Chitty, J., on the 13th inst., a motion was made to discharge an order of 
course obtained under ord. 50, r. 4, adding the respondent as a party 
to the cause. It appeared that the action was brought for the execution 
of the trusts of the will of the testator in the cause by the plaintiff, the 
tenant for hfe of the property, against the trustees. The party now 
moving was a reversioner who, having been served with notice of decree, 
obtained the usual order to attend, and the respondent was another 
reversioner with a similar interest who, having been served, had not 
attended. The plaintiff having died, and no legal personal representative 
having been appointed, the respondent took out an order for liberty to 
carry on and prosecute the action. It was objected that the proper course 
was for the respondent to have applied under section 44 of the Chancery 
Procedure Act, 1852, for the appointment of a legal personal representa- 
tive, and Hills v. Springelé (16 W. R. 300, L. R. 5 Eq. 153), and Stratford v, 
Baker (L. R. 4 Eq. 256), were referred to. Currry, J., said that in his 
opinion the order was irregular. There had been no ‘‘ change or trans- 
mission of interest’? within the meaning of the rule. The case also fell 
within the decision of Stratford v. Baker, with which he quite agreed, and 
the order must be discharged with costs. 

His lordship, subsequently, said that he had since ascertained that 
the late Master.of the Rolls took a very broad view of the rule in question, 
but, in the present case, there were other reasons for discharging the 
order, besides any question of the language of the rule.—Soticrrors, 
Munns § Longden ; F. Shirley Turner. 





Pracrice—Costs—Sgrrtep Estate—Tenant ror Lirs—Lanps Ciavsrs 
Consotipation Act, 1845, ss. 51, 73.—In the case of In re Hope's Will, 
before Chitty, J., on the 14th inst., lands in settlement being required by 
a local board having powers under the Public Health Act, 1875, with 
which is incorporated the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, the 
tenant for life, acting under advice, refused the amount offered for com- 
pensation by the board on the ground of inadequacy, and the 
matter was referred to a jury, who assessed the value of 
the lands at £2,500, being a less sum than that offered originally 
by the board. The consequence was that, by virtue of the 5lst 
section of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, the tenant for life 
had to defray one-half of the costs of the summoning the jury, &c., and 
of taking the inquiry, and also to bear her own costs incident to the 
inquiry, the whole sum so paraiie by her amounting to £236. A petition 
was accordingly presented by her praying that the costs, charges, and 
expen payable by her under the 51st section might be taxed as between 
solicitor and client, and that the same might be paid to her out of the 
£2,500, and for interim investment of the balance of the £2,500. In re 
Aubrey’s Trust (1 W. R. 464, 17 Jur. 874) was referred to, where Stuart, 
V.C., had made the order, saying that, as the tenant for life had acted under 
advice, and as what he did might have resulted in a benefit to the inherit- 
ance, it would be hard to make him pay the costs of ceedings which 
had turned out adversely. COnrrry, J., said that the objection was, that 
the court had little or no hold over the tenant for life in respect of such 
expenditure in costs. He, however, would make the order, but the order 
must show that the taxing master was to have a discretion, and some such 
words as ‘‘ costs properly incurred’ must be inserted in it. Moreover, the 
order was to provide for the taxation of these costs in such a way as to 
protect the local board from the payment of costs of taxation.—Soxicrrors, 
Burgoynes, Milnes, Thrupp, § Co. ; Woodbridge § Sons. 





ArracumMent or Dest—Onrper ror Payment or Costs—Orp. 42, nr. 20 
—Orp. 45, rr. 1, 2.—In a case of Sands v. Nott, before Pearson, J., on the 
14th inst., the question arose whether a garnishee order had been pooper 
issued. On July 21, 1882, on the hearing of an appeal by the plaintiffs 
from the judgment at the trial of the action, the appeal was dismissed, 
and it was ordered that the plaintiffs should pay the defendant her taxed 
costs of the appeal. The taxing master, by his certificate, filed January 
29, 1883, taxed the defendant’s costs at the sum of £46 17s. 10d, On 
January 31 the defendant’s solicitors, without making any application to 
the plaintiffs’ solicitors for payment of the costs, issueg a garnishee order 
nisi attaching all debts due and owing from the garnishee to one of the 
plaintiffs to answer the amount of the taxed costs. The plaintiffs’ soli- 
citors knew nothing of the garnishee order until February 22, when they 
at once paid the £46 17s. 10d. to the defendant's solicitors. On February 
28 the garnishee appeared, and submitted to any order which the court 
om map 9A The 2 npn solicitors, = tb yeg to _—_ pa a of 

e costs of the garnishee proceedings, a: to have the garnishee order 
made absolute. Rule 20 of order 42 patties that ‘‘every order of the 
court or a judge, whether in an action, cause, or matter, may be 
n the same manner as a judgment to the same effect.”’ And rules 1 and 


April 21, 1883, 
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9 of order 45 provide for enforcement of a ‘“‘ judgment for the recovery by, 
or payment to, any — of money,’’ by the attachment, by means of a 

ishee order, of debts due by a third person to the judgment debtor. 
+ was in the present case objected, on behalf of the plaintiff, that this 


mode of enforcing the payment of a Jndqment ties not spply yes 


ly for the payment of costs, re 
oe ERD Reais Hench Division Cockburn, C.J., and Manisty, J.) in 


Cremetti v. Crom (27 W. RB. 411, L. R. 4 Q. B, D. 225), that an order dis- 
missing an action with costs for want of prosecution was not so enforceable. 
In the course of the ig Parra Pearson, J., expressed great doubt as to 
the correctness of that decision. He said he could not see why an order of 
the was not to be treated for all f smi cmarig as a judgment, nor why a 
rty who had obtained an order dismissing his opponent’s appeal, 
PY oct, was not at liberty to treat it as a judgment for costs, and to 
it by a garnishee order. It became, however, unnecessary actu- 
ally to decide the point, because his lordship was of opinion that under 
the circumstances the garnishee order had been improperly obtained. He 
said he had never, in the course of his practice, heard of such an order 
being issued without regard to whether the party which was ordered to pay 
costs could or could not pay them, and without any application being first 
made for payment. It was highly improper to obtain such an order with- 
out first applying to the plaintiffs for payment of the costs, and, in fact, 
they paid them at once when their solicitors knew of the order. The 
defendant must pay all the costs of the garnishee proceedings.—Souict- 
rons, Mead § Daubeny ; Allen ¢ Son. 





Contempt oF Court—Mortion ror ReLtEAseE—ReErvsaAL TO EXECUTE 
ASSIGNMENT OF Poxicres—VeEsTING OnpEx.—In the case of Moore v. Hearn, 
before Chitty, J., on the 16th inst., a motion was made for the release of 
the defendant, who had been imprisoned since September last for dis- 
obedience to an order of the court directing him to execute certain assign- 
ments of policies of life insurance which he had been found by the 
judgment in the action to have agreed to assign by way of mortgage. By 
the affidavit in support of the motion it appeared that the prisoner was 
subject to giddiness and other ailments, and that continued confinement 
was likely to have a prejudicial effect on his mind and body. When the 
matter was before the court on a preceding occasion his lordship had ad- 
journed the hearing in order that counsel might ascertain whether there 
were any means of dispensing with the execution of the deeds by the 

risoner. It was now stated that none could be found, and that Mr. 
Fastice Day, ‘who made the order, and the registrar then in attendance, had 
been unable to discover any such means. The Trustee Act, 1850, s. 30, 
only applied to orders vesting real estate, and section 23 of that Act and the 
Trustee Extension Act, 1852, s. 4, only applied when the right of action 
had accrued. It was stated that the sums paid for premiums and costs 
already exceeded the value of the policies. Currry, J., said that the case was 
aserious one. He, however, failed to see what means there were of assist- 
ing the counsel who eupported the motion. If the new Bill for altering 
the law of contempt became law, there would be a provision meeting the 
present circumstances. All the plaintiffs were asking for were convey- 
ances by the defendant according to his contract, and the court could not 
exercise its discretion adversely to the interests of those who had obtained 
the order. It was true that there was some strong evidence in support of 
the advisability of releasing the prisoner, but if he was a man of soun 
mind the court must treat him as such and exact obedience from him. 
The motion must be refused. If, however, additional evidence should be 
forthcoming at any time, another application could at once be made.— 
Sonrcrrors, H. Leigh Pemberton, Official Solicitor; Woodbridge § Sons. 





PracticE— REPRESENTATIVE Action — INTERLOCUTORY ProcrEDINGs — 
Inquiry iy Cuampers—Liperty To atrenp.—In the case of Conybeare v. 
Lewis, before Chitty, J., on the 14th inst., a motion was made by Mr. 
McHenry that he might be at liberty to attend an inquiry directed by an 
order made the 15th of July, 1881, in the action of Conybeare v. Lewis, as 
to what sum, in addition to the £6,000 in the statement of claim mentioned, 
was fit and proper to be allowed to the defendants as a quantum meruit for 
their services in connection with the reconstruction of the Atlantic and 
Great Western Railwa: yg ex 6 and to contend that no further sum 
beyond the £6,000 ought to be allowed, and that he might, if necessary, 
be added as a defendant in the action. It appeared that two actions have 
been brought in this country, Conybeare v. Tavis and McHenry y. Lewis, 
raising the question of the amount of remuneration payable to the trustees 
of a scheme for the recrganization of the company, in each of which 
actions the plaintiff sued on behalf of himself and all holders of certifi- 
cates for bonds and shares under the scheme. Currry, J., said that, with 
reference to the first part of the notice of motion, his view was that Mr. 
McHenry wished to attend not merely the inquiry, but to contend against 
something upon which the order directing the inquiry was founded. That 
an application of that kind could be entertained was an unheard-of thing. 
Upon the ing of the motion on which the order was made the present 
applicant had been fairly represented, and in a representative action it was 
not usual to allow a person fairly represented to attend subsequent in- 

niries unless such TF gree was joined as party and thereby rendered liable 
or costs. This led to consider the second of the notice of motion— 
namely, whether he should be justified in adding the applicant as a defend- 
ant in the action. He thought not. Mr, McHenry had supported the motion 
upon which the order was made, and filed affidavits expressing his satis- 
gy Mee y mode 4.4 Which beh wxg was proceeding. The evidence 
m the was ey was complete for decision, and 
in fact the matter would have been decided a but for the state of 
business in the court. It was therefore too late for Mr. McHe: 


forward with his irs 


present application and thrust himself into the litigation, 


especially when it was considered that the inquiry which he was desirous 
of attending was directed by an interlocutory order made so long ago as 
to be incapable of being disturbed by appeal.—Soxictrors, Hores § Pattison ; 
Munns § Longden. 





COUNTY COURTS, 


BRrapForD. 
(Before W. T. 8. Dantet, Esq., Q.C., Judge.) 
April 17.—Re Thorp. 

John Thorp, who died on the 28th of August, 1872, by his will, after 
devising certain perso’ property, bequeathed to his executors and 
trustees the whole of the rest of his real and personal property upon trust 
to pay his wife the interest of £364 during her life, and after her decease 
to apply the principal and realize and ‘‘ convert into money the whole of 
my said residuary estate real and personal, and invest the proceeds thereof 
in the absolute discretion of my said executors . . . to assist the 
formation of Secularist and Republican clubs throughout England by 
advancing funds on loan to any such clubs, to be repaid if possible, the 
amount risked in no one instance to be more than £50, and upon trust 
also in the like absolute discretion of my said trustees to aid in the 
appointment of a paid lecturer on Secularism or Republicanism where 
they may think advisable by advancing £50 towards his first year’s 5 
not more than £50 being paid to any one lecturer, and upon trust to ad- 
vance moneys in aid of the establishment or building of any secular hall 
as loan or gift, not more than £50 being advanced to any one hall, and 
upon trust to advance as loan or gift for the purchase of bouks or to pur- 
chase books for any library in any secular hall, no more than £20 being de- 
voted to any one library ;’’ and the testator appointed George Jacob Holy- 
oake, Charles Bradlaugh, Charles Watts, Thomas Slater, and Christopher 
Charles executors and trustees of his will. 

By writing under their hands, dated January 30, 1873, all the executors 
declared that they ‘‘ had not intermeddled in the personal estate and effects 
of the said deceased, and will not hereafter intermeddle therein with 
intent to defraud creditors, and we do hereby renounce all our right and 
title to the probate and execution of the said will.’’ 

Mary Ann Kinder, widow, as the next of kin to the testator, applied 
that the estate of the testator might be administered under the court, and 
Scott applied that the portion of the trusts of the will in favour of 
Sec and Republicanism should be declared illegal and void, as 
being against public policy. 

Scott referred to Thornton v. Hare (31 Beav. 14), and contended that the 
trusts, so far as concerned Secularism, were illegal, as being against the 
Christian religion, and so far as Republicanism was concerned, as being 
against public policy. 

His Honovr, after some discussion, said: You are asking me to declare 
that the portion of this will providing for the propagation of Secularist and 
Republican opinions is null and void. I am not prepared to do that. A 
man may very well believe that a Republic is better than a limited 
monarchy. There is nothing weg 2 that and in his desiring to propa- 
gate his opinions. If I could read the renunciation as a disclaimer of the 
bequests made in the will, then these trusts would become incapable of 
being executed, because they can only be executed in the absolute dis- 
cretion of the trustees. : 

Scott asked his Honour if this renunciation did not amount to a dis- 
claimer. 

His Honovr said he could dispose of the matter on the ground that the 
trustees declined to take upon themselves the exercise of the absolute dis- 
cretion conferred upon them by the will; then by their conduct the pro- 
visions of the will became incapable of performance. He would decide 
that, the trustees having had vested in them absolute authority and de- 
clined to take upon themselves that authority, the trusts created by the 
will became incapable of execution. But he thought before he made a 
decree notice should be given to such of the trustees as might be living to 
see if they desired to be gees! rary to the suit. 

Scott ; Would a letter be sufficient? 

His Honour: Yes, laying the renunciation before them, and asking 
them whether it is to be a renunciation of all the rights to exercise the 
provisions made by the will. I cannot make a decree in the terms you 
ask ; I do not consider it is illegal to provide for the spread of Republican 
or Secularist opinions if the means used are legal. You see we have to be 
exceedingly careful not to mix up our private opinions with legal con- 
siderations of this kind. : 

Scott undertook to communicate with the trustees under the will; and 
the matter was adjourned for a fortnight. 








On the 6th inst., being the last occasion upon which Mr. Giffard pre- 
sided at the Huddersfield County Court, prior to his removal to South 
Devon, a large number of solicitors Bene throughout the towns of 
Huddersfield, Halifax, Dewsbury, H " dleworth, and Todmor- 
den, amempied at the ocean Ph vrs es PP sug regard and 
appreciation for the judge. He was addressed by Mr. Sykes, i- 
dent of the Huddersfield Law Society, Mr. Storey, Mr. Ibberson, Py 
8. Learoyd ; and in the course of his reply Mr. Giffard said he was not vain 
enough to suppose that that mognincent demonstration of kindness was 
due to his merit. He considered it really a tribute to the fact that they 
believed that his honest endeavour had been to do justice. In the 
Mr, Giffard was entertained at dinner by the Hu In 





Law Society. 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Lord Justice Fry has been sworn in as a Member of the Privy Council. 

Mr. Rosert Samven Wricut, barrister, has been appointed by the 
Attorney-General to the post of Junior Common Law Counsel to the 
Treasury, in succession to Mr. Justice Smith. Mr. Wright was born in 
1838. He was formerly scholar of Balliol College, Oxford, where he 
graduated first class in Litere Humaniores in 1860. He obtained the Latin 
Verse Prize in 1859, the English Essay Prize and the Craven Scholarship 
in 1861, and the Arnold Prize in 1862, and he was afterwards elected a 
fellow of Oriel College. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Trinity Term, 1865, and he practises on the Northern Circuit. In 1880 
Mr. Wright was commissioner for inquiring into corrupt practices in the 
city of Canterbury. : 

Mr. Epwarp Macnacuten, Q.C., M.P., has been elected a Bencher of 
Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Francis Fremrc, one of the puisne judges for the colony of 
British Guiana, has been appointed Queen’s Advocate for the Colony of 
Ceylon, in succession to Me Bruce Lockhart Burnside, who has been 
appointed Chief Justice of Ceylon. Mr. Fleming was called to. the 
bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1866. He was for 
several years a district istrate in the Mauritius. He was appointed a 
district judge in Jamaica in 1876, and he acted as chief justice of Bar- 
badoes in 1878 and as chief justice of St. Lucia in 1879. He was appointed 
a puisne judge for British Guiana in 1881. 

Mr. Cuartes Tuwarres, solicitor, of Doncaster, has been appointed 
Sa the Balby School Board. Mr. Thwaites was admitted a solicitor 
in ; 

Mr. Grorce Rvussett, judge of county courts, has succeeded to a 
Baronetcy on the death of his elder brother, Sir Charles Russell. Sir G. 
Russell is the second son of the late Sir Henry Russell, and was born in 
1828. He was educated at Exeter College, Oxford, and he was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1863. He formerly prac- 
tised-on the Oxford Circuit, and in 1866 he was a commissioner for 
inquiring into corrupt practices in the borough of Yarmouth. In the 
same year he was appointed judge of county courts for Circuit No. 19, and 
in 1874 he was transferred to Circuit No. 49. Sir G. Russell is recorder of 
the borough of Wokingham. 

Mr. Crcrz Dovetas, assistant clerk at the Mansion House Justice Room, 
has been appointed Clerk at the Guildhall Justice Room, in succession to 
Mr. George Martin, resigned. 

DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, 

Francis Toomas Brrcnam, Wiii1aM Ricnarp Drake, Samven Brrcuam, 
Cuar.ies Burt, Harmeron Cuaries James Groves, and Marruew Henry 
Hatt, solicitors, 46, Parliament-street, Westminster; 26, Austin Friars, 
London ; and at Waterloo-bridge Station, Lambeth. Dec. 31, 1882. The 
business will, as from the Ist day of January, 1883, be carried on by the 
said William Richard Drake, Samuel Bircham, Charles Burt, Harington 
Charles James Groves, and Matthew Henry Hall, and by Edward Arthur 
Bonnor Maurice, at the above-mentioned places, and under the style of 
Bircham & Co. 

Wiit1am Haremeron Buse and Wiiu1am Cuartes Henry Cross 
(W . Harrington Bush & Cross), solicitors, Bristol. March 1. The said 
business will be carried on by the said William Harrington Bush alone. 

[ Gazette, April 13.] 








OBITUARY. 


MR, GEORGE WARRY. 

Mr. George Warry, barrister, of Shapwick House, Somersetshire, died 
at Weston-super-Mare on the 29th ult., in his eighty-eighth year. Mr. 
Warry was the second son of Mr. George Warry, of Coker Hill, Somerset- 
shire, and was born in 1795. He was educated at Winchester and at 
Trinity College, Oxford, where he graduated B.A. in 1817, and M.A. in 
1822. He wascalled to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn about the year 1820, and 
for many years he attended the Western Circuit and the Somersetshire 
Sessions. Mr. Warry had been for many years an active magistrate for 
Somersetshire. He was a director of the Somerset and Dorset Railway 
Company, of which he had been one of the original promoters. He was 
married in 1830 to a daughter of the late Mr. William Deedes, of Sand- 
ling Park, Kent. His eldest son, Mr. George Deedes Warry, was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1859, and is now recorder of 
the borough of Portsmouth. 





MR. WILLIAM SNOWBALL. 

Mr. William Snowball, town clerk of the borough of Sunderland, died 
at 17, Grange-terrace, Sunderland, on the 28th ult., at the age of seventy- 
five, from rheumatic gout. Mr. Snowball was born in 1807. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1832, and he had practised for nearly fifty years in 
Sunderland. He had alarge and important private business, especial] 
among the mercantile community, and in 1848 he was elected town cl 
of the borough. He held that post until his death, and during his long 
tenure of office he had disc his duties in such a manner as to secure 
for himself the respect and confidence of all parties in the town 


————— 


SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesda: 
11th inst., Mr. Herbert Tritton Sankey (Canterbury), in the chair. The 
other directors present were Messrs. Asher (Norwich), W. B. Brook, J, 
Dodds, M.P., Harris (Leicester), Edwin Hedger, F. H. Janson, J. H. Kays, 
Grinham Keen, W. B. Paterson, Richard Penni n, Philip Rickman, 
Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, F. T. Veley (Ch ord), W. i. Walters, 
and F. T. Woolbert. The sum of £155 was awarded in grants of relief; 
four new members were admitted to the association ; and other business 
was transacted. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
April 12.—Bill Read a Second Time. 


Army (Annual). 
New Biil. 
Bill mo amend the law relating to agricultural holdings in England (Lord 
VERNON). 
April 13.—Bill in Committee. 
Army (Annual). 


April 16.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Elementary Education Provisional Orders Confirmation (Cummersdale, 
&c.); Army (Annual). 
April 17.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Brru.—Sir Robert Peel’s Settled Estates. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bruus.—St. Saviour’s, Southwark (Church-rate Abolition) ; St, 
Peter’s (Clifton, Bristol) Church; Leatherhead and District Water ; 


Argyll Canal. —— 
HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
‘ April 12.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Criminal Code (Indictable Offences Procedure). 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrz.—Swindon and Cheltenham Extension Railway (No. 1). 
April 13.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Brrt.—Brentford and Isleworth Tramways. 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrz.—South-Eastern Railway. 
April 16.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Briu.—Scottish Widows’ Fund and Life Assurance fociety. 
Patents (also referred to Grand Committee). 
"Bill Referred to Grand Committee. 
Criminal Code (Indictable Offences). 
Bill in Committee. 
Court of Criminal Appeal (Payment of Costs). 
April 17.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Brt.—Mersey Railway. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jornt Stock CoMPaANIES. 
: LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
EsTaTES AND BUILDINGS IMPROVEMENT AND INVESTMENT ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.— 
Chitty, J., has, by an order dated March 8, appointed James Francis Vernon, 
98, Cheapside, to be official liquidator 
GLOBE INVESTMENT ASSOCIATION, LiMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before 
See eee hoes Busithe 10; Beainghall st. Moabay, ‘May 2 a8 18 10 ap. 
or y » 70, . Mon a ap- 
inted for hencina und adjudicating upon the debts pe! claims 
ATIONAL UNION INVESTMENT COMPANY, .—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented April 11, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on April 21. Carter, Old 
Jewry chmbrs, solicitor for the petitioner 
RAMSGATE PROMENADE PIER COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, re- 
sented April 12, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on April 21. P beon 
and Evans, Gracechurch st, solicitors for the oners 
SouTH Bank Iron CoMPANY, LIMITED.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed Thursday, April 
19 at 11.30, at his chambers, for the appointment of an — avidater 13) 
ALGERIAN MINERAL COMPANY, LIMITED.—By an order made by Bacon, vc, dated 
April 7, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued. Stibbard and Co, st, solicitors for the petitioners 
ENTIERE MPANY, LIMITED.—By an order made by Feo, V.C., 
dated April 7, it was ordered that the vouuptety wating , 3 of company 
continued. Stibbard and Co, Leadenhall st, solicitors for the petitioners 
IN SILICATE OXIDE PAINT ANY, .—By an order made by 
Fry, J., dated April 6, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Summer- 
hays, Old Broad st, solicitor for the petitioner 
ASHTED BREWERY COMPANY, LIMITED.—By an qoter made by Bae, 2; dated April 
6, it was ordered that the voluntary winking up of the be continued. 
Sharge anc, Co, New court, Carey st, solicitors for oon oners 
ASTON CoAL AND Brick CoMPANyY, LimiTED.—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 15, to send their names and addresses, and the of their 
debts or c to John Charles Stead, Temple, Dale st, erpool. Tuesday, 
May 29, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
pop pay en a sat cee 1 ha Bb om 
was volun’ w company - 
‘tenek. Stibbard and Co, st, solicitors for the 





Serie rate, Les epee dasnar atest 


‘was ordered that com; 
st, agents for Morris and bury, solicitors 


April 21, 1883, ‘ 
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Kor’ SE aca Tn Mauve, Locren!|— dated Apr 6, it 
: ag gg Snag Me Rnpar Sarm ag B on LOE gy fo tk 
vismes eee for the petitioners 
“aated rela bcos colued teat te; any bo round ap, eae eal’ Os 
e com 
ohureh ch Abchurch lane neers tition = la a and 'Co, 
byt my a A by Bacon, V.C., 


omrantas 
Apr 7, it was ordered ered that rg atin | windin of ti ome be 

dated aud. ’stibbard and Co, Leadenhall st, i fort 3c petition = 
te, April 17.] 





IN CHANCERY. 

ECKINGTO: LD LAND SocreTry.—By an order made made by Chitty, J., dated 
Apr 11, it bag Longe: nth that the society be wound w ae SHG & Chancery 
lane, agents for Alderson and Co, Eckington, solicitors for the pe petitioners 

[ Gazette, April 17.] 
CounTY PALATINE OF TAneheee. 
ae IN CHANCER 
Himsacete Teen Comp. LIMrrED.— Petition for winding up. nted 


Lig ret 12, 2, directed to be heard i before Bristowe, V.C., on Monday, ys 28 at 11. 
Boote and Edgar, Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 
| Gazette, ioe 13.] 


INTERNATIONAL MARINE HyDROPATHIC Comp. LiwiTtEep.—By an order made 
by Bristowe, V.C., dated Apr 5, it was crbened | that the company be wound up. 
Brook and Morris, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioner 

(Gazette, April 17.] 


Frrenpiy Socretres Dissoivep. 
~ waned BROTHERS’ BBNEFIT » Red Lion, Princes st, Westminster. Apr 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY Clarence st Schoolroom, Dartmouth, Devon. Apr7 
, NN Gaxetts, April 13.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
Ww. E ez A} Check fr Holy ee May 1. Drawbri 
ATER Bg hee en ent, Cler! oly ers, y 1. whridge 


ugh 
BoxsHALL, edo st.” Old I Dover rd, Blackheath. Apr 30. Howard and Shelton, 


Brass, HARRIETTE, On Sade eehiee Las Isaacson, Margate 
Cigewasout, “Edo, "Ws Walsall Staffordshire, icensed Victualler. May 15. 


CLARKE, JAMES ‘AMES ARCHDALL, a0 bia nr Teignmouth, Devon. May 1. Meade- 
King viding and Bigs, B Bristol 
Drxon, SAMUEL, Ditchingham, Norfolk. Apr 30. Rogers, Essex st, Strand 
Evans, ELIZABETH JANE STEDMAN, Llanstephan, Carmarthen. May1. Thomas 
and Browne, Carmarthen 
, Right Hon Lady DorotHy HENRIETTA Mada ty ie West aeneien, 
Northampton. Apr 29. Currey and Co, Great 
4 —, Witu1aM Henry, Burnham, Somerset, 1. May 7. Gribble and 
oy ote ‘Baron, Right Hon LawrEnceE, Exeter. June. Lake and Co, New sq, 


, HANNAH, Eccles, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. May i4. Allen and Co, 


Man 
JENNINGS, LAVINIA ASH, Helston, Cornwall. Apri4. Grylls and Co, Helston 
Jos, ALFRED MortmerR, Cannon st, Stationer. May 10. Mossop and Rolfe, 
Cannon s 
Kine, THOMAS Five Painter. June 24. pecker ae Co, Plymouth 
KNIGHTLEY, JANE th, Somerset. June 1. d Inman, Bath 
LarcE Aaepe Ay Bradford on Avon, Wilts. June 1. Chapman and 


pponting, 
Ba. Makin, Cheltenham, Gloucester. Mar3i. Capron and 
Co, Leavis pl, ‘Cond it st 
NALBOROUGH, ‘CAROLINE, Dovercourt, Essex. Mayi4. Barnes, Harwich 
PALMER, SAMUEL GEORGE, Cromwell Gays South Kensington, Esq. May 15. Mar- 
tineau and Reid, Raymond bldgs, G 's inn 
cniek ohm magae SaRAH, 8 St Lone sonSea. May 11. Keen and Rogers, 
er st 
Parsons, GEORGE, St Albans, Hertford, Gent. May 19. Spence and Co, Hertford 
Pele Ooi ANN, Dudley, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. May 5. Sanders 
an 0, 


gauts, Tagouas’ Li Littleport, Cambridge, Farmer. May 0. 
oe, Mary, ‘Huddersfield, York. June 2 Bottomley, Tatlderstold 
SruBBs, "s OHN, Over, Chester, & Salt Boiler. 2. Green and Dixon, Northwich 
, JANE, Berkele Bow 5. ht and Hassall i Sana m 
, Leeds, t and Shoe D er. May 9. 
WappINGTon, PETER, gos, Boot York, Boat Builder. June a 46h and 
Co, hie > papen Dearne, nr ther 


WaLsi, H N Hereford, Clerk in Holy Orders. May 1. 
whamite and Ph gy varia, Africa, Gent. May 15. Fl d Ni 

ca, . May 15. Flower and Nussey, 

Great Winchester wt bi , . i 





lee, Tees, Haw Lancaster, Spirit Merchant. May 1. Heelis, 
Youne, WILLIAM, Blandford sq, Regent’s pk, Gent. Apr 23. Foster, Bixchin lane 
ey 
or Warkworth, Northumberland, Farmer. May 16. PAvebb, 


ASEM ORE. pan Leigh, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, May 7. Curtler and 


orceste: 
AYERsT, WIttaM, E , Kent, Clerk in Holy Orders. May1. Drawbridge 
and Rown' 


tree. 
Breacu, Mary ANN, Henley on Thames, Oxford. May 16. Davenport and Co, 


BEALEY, Atice, The Mount, Ruthin Denbigh. May 12. Rothwell, Rochdale 
BLAKE, ELizabeTH, Winsco yoy May ii, Simmons and Wood, 


Wrington 
Bovon, Jonn, How Brighton, Fis General Broker. May 19. Simpson and 
orth, Liverpoo 
eon FREpErick Guy L’Estranos, Pembroke, Esq. May 5. Davidson and Co, 


Runcorn, Chester, Farmer. Ma; 
ae JORN, erie, meter Miller, May'i3.” 
y, Cumberland. May 10. 


Meld, York, Painter. cock and Co, Hud- 
Jona, Wakefield rd, Tottenham, Carter. M: Tottenham 
a verpool, Spirit Merchant. June 1. x2. f3 and Co, Liver- 


LAsHFoRD, JOHN, Great anf Maivern, Worcester, Gent, 
Marna, Elm: 


. Phe Bro 
Lipprarp, 8 Grove, nr ‘Wantage, Berks. a... 
Franogs, Salisbury. Apr 30. 


LopEr, Radcliffe, Salis! 
Jap hy sour Day Pinckney, Salisb i Salisb 
Aican Both, Gout, Tone iy” Gtoke and Oo, Ba eee 





ee Rea can 00, 


Moss, ‘Wrurtase, % Warfield, Berks, Labourer. May 21. Cave, Bracknell 
MOUNFIELD, PETER, Dutto hg oo Farmer. y 31. Fletel Fletcher, Northwich 
Louisa, Weston super Mare, Somerset. June1. Smith, 


Gees, EDWARD, Bristol. 12. seek. Apr a0. Wild and Oo 

PALMER, Mary Wort rd, Essex. Apr 30 eden ecm 
PsaaEs, JOHN, “Onin Warwick, Farmer. June 1. Rilty ond Mee 

rton 

Parsons, GEORGE, St Albans, Hertford, Gent. 19. Spence and ee 
Payne, JOHN. Sleaford, Lincoln, Gent. aloy i Miler and Co, veh 
REYN OLps, TrTus AVIES, Haverfordwest, Ministee Ape Sites. Deite, 

sons, uaa -_ em Lancaster, Theatrical Manager. May Need. 

14. \~ 
SMITH, b Seca —— rd, Wood T Gent. Norris and 
‘o 21. 

nt we Green, Tottenham, May ani 

STRETCH, ANNE, Bath. June 1. Seems 08 Do, Bae 


Trey, Ts ‘Tomas, Watford, Hertford, Coal Merchant. June 24. Sedgwick and Co, 


, Winkfield, Berks, Gent. 
MINNIKIN, Baxtayey, Newcastle upon Tyne, 


gl Vout, Saag 2 ri May 1. Addison, P 
TOULMIN, FREDERI Justus, Thurloe J Esq. May 1 rag tte 7, 
Wann Josue on tan Innk 15. Jo Leeds 
WADE, “ eeper. 
“Furaiva ILLIAM HENRY, Piccadilly, 8: Meloni” May7. Hurford and Taylor, 
damn jel RE x Ripspatz, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer, J 
6. 
Witichooke Nottingham a 
WINDMILL, RicHaRD , Pedmore, nr Stourbridge, Worcester, Bottle Manu- 
facturer. June1. Bourne and Co. Dudley 


(G@asette, April 6.) 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCHK ON 







Court or Mr. Jus: 
Date. APPEAL. Y. G. Bacom. i 
Monday, April .......... 23 Mr.Carrington Mr. so Mr. Koe 
Tuesday ..ccccccccccesce Of Lavie ‘eeadale Clowes 
Wednesday....ccccsesese 20 Carrington io Koe 
TEE coccccce:. seen Lavie Teesdale Clowes 
Friday .ccccecscccccccccce 2 Carrington Farrer Koe 
Saturday.....cccccsccese 28 Lavic Teesdale Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kar. Curtry. Pe.Rson. 
Monday, April ......00.. 23 Mr. Cobby Mr, King Nr. Pembsrt 2 
UCSDBY .cccsese sesevee 28 Jackson Merivale Ward 
Wednesday... ...scecscees 20 Cobby King Pembsrion 
Thursday . sciectdas Ie Jackson Merivale Ward 
Friday.... anieene ie Cobby King Pem rton 
BY reveee coos of Jackson Merivale Ward 








RECENT SALES, 


At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s (Limited) sale, 

held at their sale-room, Crown-court, Old Broad-street, E.C., on the 19th 
inst., the following were among the prices obtained : —Dudley, Sedgiey: 
and Wolverhampton Trams, £3 5s. ; Boreedda Junction and P. 
Railways, 20s.; Nevada Freehold Pro es Trust, 3s. ; Laos Alleeement 
£10 shares, £11; Broadway Gold Mine, ‘Los. : Chapel House Collieries, 
10s. ; Exchange and Hop Warehouses’ £2 shares, 15s.; West Devon Great 
Consols, 10s. ; Horse Shoe Manufacturing, 7s. 9d. ; Globe Steamship, £45, 
and other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Fray, April 13, 1883.: 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1 

Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


Histten, Arthur, Great Castle st, Regent st. Pet April. Brougham. Apr 24 at 


a William apeuage Camberwell, Brick Merchant, Pet Apr 11. 
ugham. a 
Menken h, , Cirencester st, Paddington, Leather Seller. Pet Apr 9. 


Pepys. Pon 

To Surrender in the Country. 
Birch, ee Lincoln, Builder. Pet Aprii. Gaches. Peter- 
f. , Manchester, out ‘of business. Pet Apr 11, Lister. Man- 


Magee, Manchester, Flax Merchants. Pet Apr 


25 at 2 
Peas - , Blyeh, Northumberland, Solicitor. pay ae Dag- 
oti weastle ai 
sisith : yy Banbury, Oxford, Solicitor. Pet Apr 11. Fortesoue. 
Ty Ave ae 


Arthur, Hyde, Isle of Wight, Gent, Pet Apr?. Blake. New- 
17, 

Creditors will torrent poets La Registrar. 
by name Re Oa 
a* aatite, eed Feghanen Coleman st, Restaurant Proprietor. ia 


Weber 
may 28 at 11.30 
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Frederick G , Bernard st, Russell sq, Transfer Clerk. Pet Dec 9. 


tt. May 2 ati 
Tibbs, Arthur John, Hanover si st, Pimlico, Pet Apr 13. Pepys. May 2at1 
Watson, Donald Sinclair, Herbert Wotton Loveloy, t smaenaaueiaands 


Luncheon Room Proprictots. Pet Apr 13. ee May 2 at 


To Surrender in the Count: 

Baines, John, Barrow in Furness, Banker’s Clerk. "Bet Apr ii. Postlethwaite. 
Barrow in Furness, ...ay 4 at 

— John, Lianrwst, Denbigh, Joiner. Pet Apr 12. Glynne Jones. Bangor, 

rT 28 at 12.30 
Reynolis J Spr at Shottesham St Mary, Norfolk, Farmer. Pet Apr12. Cooke. 
at 12 
eee, Loe Ly: “4 os Asay, Stafford," Licensed Victualler.; Pet Apr18. Talbot, 
ay 1 at 

Whittaker, ~ ben Sey wosd, Lancaster, Engineer. Pet Apr 12. Holden, 

Bolton, Apr 30 at 11 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
FRiIpAY, April 13, 1883. 
Reeves, John Arthur, Findern, Derby, Farmer. Mar 10 


feet i And 17, 1883. 
Plackhursts Ja eben Tanstall ee ee enware Manufacturer, Apr 13 
over, Ou. Rees in Royal Artillery. Apr 13 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF a een 
Fripay, April 13 

Anderson, He’ Thomas, Brick lane, Spitalfields, Dairyman, Apr 30 at 1 at 
office of Moss, Gracechurch st 

Barenholdt, Gunerius, Liv erpool, Outfitter. Apr 27 at 3 at office of Horner, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Barlow, Thomas, Macclesfield, Chester, Provision Merchant. Apr 30 at 3 at office 
of Barclay and Henstock, Exchange chbrs, Macclesfield 

Boon, George, Pontefract, York, Bootmaker. Apr 27 at 11 at office of Scatcherd 
and Hopkins, Albion st, Leeds 

Brennan, James , Seven Sisters’ rd, Stamford hill, Ironmonger. Apr 30 
at 2 at office of Holroyde, Chancery lane 

Brett, John Suteliff, Norwich, Gardener. Apr 25 at 4 at office of Kent, Saint 
Andrew’s Hall z Norwich 

Brown, Charles, Colchester, Cabinet Maker. May 1 at 3 at office of Jones, Town- 
hall chbrs, Colchester 

Buck, Charies, Albert rd, Peckham, Dairyman. Apr 30 at 11 at office of Moss, 

urch st 

Burton, Sarah Groundy, Walton-on-Thames, Surrey. Apr 30 at 2 at office of 
Watts and Burton, New inn, Strand 

Carr, John, Mursley. Buckingham, Licensed Victualler. Apr 27 at 1 at Bell 
Hotel, Winslow. illis 

Casson, T ohn, Sheffield, Commercial Traveller. Apr 25 at 3 at Law Society, Bank 
st, Sheffield. Broomhead and Co, Sheftield 

Chapman, William John, Eynesbury, Hunts, Cattle Salesman. Apr 25 at 2 Cross 
Keys Hotel, St Neots. aule 

Chapness, John, Se. | Merchant. Apr 30 at 3 at offices of Boote and 
doar, r, Booth st, Manch 

Clark, Henry Robert, White Horse lane, Stepney, Boot Manufacturer. Apr 25 at 
8 at office of Chalk, "Finsbury circus 

Osmanom ES Edwin, Bath. paper. Apr 25 at 2 at office of Collins, Broad st, Bristol. 

m and Carter, Bristol 

Cook, Frederick, Nottingham, Builder. Apr 30 at 3 at Assembly Rooms, Low 
pavement, Nottingham. Wiles, Nottingham 
Re Bristol, Tallow Chandler. Apr 20 at 12 at office of Essery, Broad 
st, Bristo! 

ag tte ta J sees Kentish Town rd, Baker. Apr 30 at 3 at office of Ford and Co, 


Enever, Walter, St George’s 4 East, Wheelwright. Apr 26 at 3 at offi f 

pNicholls and Leatherdale, Q ld Jewry chambers passe an a 
ve, Kent, e ater Manufacturer, Apr 27 at 

~~ ce of Wi Webb, Euston rd pr 27 at 11 at 


Farrow, Geo: el Surrey, Plumber. Apr 20 at 10 at Grapes Hotel, Bell st, 


Fem, Daniel, New Thornton Heath, Surrey, Builder. Apr 27 at 12 at Masons’ 
Tavern, ee prea, Basinghall st Harrison, Pancras lane 
—— Richard, Dewsb ay, Rag Merchant. Apr 25 at 12 at office of Law, Crown 
, Commercial st, Batley 
er, William, eee W Lal aor gy Smallware Dealer. Apr 25 at 3 at office 


Fond. Frolorck Walloos Oaetleber ot Ealing, Timbe 
ore eric) astiebar r: ng, Timber Merchant. A: 
office of Mayo and Marsh, Chure ch st, Yeo vil eieasia sieatunigise: 
Gay, Teenes, Be —s. Tailor. Apr24 at 12 at office of Collins, Broad st, Bristol. 
Gilb 1g te fie lersfield, York, Dra: Apr 27 ffi 
rail ames, cl 
y rong New st Hudderafci : per. Apr at 8 at office of Milnes 
ladstone, William Stewart, ester, Insurance a, A 
etsy cnmeie, Bieri and Ryle Grog os gory ot 
veson, rrow-in- ae Tronmonger. Apr 25 at 11 
po , Victoria Hotel, Church st, Barrow-in-Furness. Bartow, ‘Beceow-ta on 


Green, t — eaten Reatard, Lock Maker. Apr 26 at 11 at office of Wilkinson 
Ds 
, Jona han, Balsall Heath, Worcester, Photo; h Apr 25 at 2 
office of Blackham, Exchange bdgs, New st, Birmingham. Lad bury, "niiing- 


Figroy, William Cansick, ‘ow, and Stephen Harr Cley 
ork, Millers. Apr 26 a 2 at ph oat, le Railway Hotel. Darlington. ‘Gnit 


hmond 
Hi John views nr West Drayton, Fly Proprieto: 
pynes, Joh om, i an y 3) r. May 7 at 3 at George 
Hine, nee Boo 00 pr 27 at 3 at office of Norris and Carless, 
Hints. her, Kippax, York, Farmer. May 2 at 2 at office of Hall, Bar- 
Hinges Sohn, Bread st Ch ide, 

eapside, Mantle Manufact ore PED iS 4 ofice 


of Lovering ham st, Rooks and Co, 
J Evan, telly Butcher.’ Apr 28 at 11 at yoftice of Wood, 


J Nicholas Harris Sp Exeter, Stone 
t, Post Office st, ont circus, Exeter. Apt 24 at 12 at office of 
Fotel, pitog Thome ‘dl , Bootmaker, ry 13 at 4.00 at Crown 
Je . Apr 25 at Sat office of Fraser, 
Keene, ee wi ean é : Dither, 
of Brittan and Co, Smal Apr 24 at 12 at office 


King, John W: Bt Toke J 
Betdeon tind a William, oy, Cherenyell gvelier. Apr 20 at2 at office of 
Cane; Joiners. Apr 26 at 


arr ey Jchnson, Stockport, 
Kaiten, Sob ; Bilan tii Coweper. ‘Apr af ot 11 at olive of Mackay, 








rd j 


—= 

Lamont, Charles, Liverpool, Commission Merchant. May 2 at 3 at office of 
Quinn, Lord st, Liverpool 

Lanford, William suomas, * tant, Beorsingto Some, Clerk, May 4 at i at King’s 


Head Hotel, 

Langford, John Charles Boot and Shoe ovietally a maa 
at often of Parsons, ep Lins st, tan, tl, An eu. rot fh Boot a 

Leg SAIRANe, pare er. preg 24 ee 12 at o 


ce st, Pi 
Little. John, Comm ow rd ‘Bast, “Glass and China Dealer. a a 26 at _— at office 
of Wells, Botthampton n bids, Obes ry lane 
vans 


Lo Thomas, and Fran: “live 1, Leather Foctorg. | A} 
oe id, Thomas, : om te 


@ : ce 0 and Co, Union b , Cook st, ee Feces, 
Lu diam, ¥ Henry, Leicester, Coal ean. Apr 28 at 2 at office of 


illiam 
Hales, Friar lane, Leicester. Gee and Parr, Leices 
eee, Daniel, Derby, Tailor. Apr 27 at 3 ay office of Briggs, Full st, 


Melon, Bernard, Stretford, Lancaster, Joiner. Apr 27 at 8 at office of Heath, 
Swan st, Manchester 
Maleham, Henry vine Sheffield, Chemist. Apr 27 at 12 at office of Vickers 
and Uo, Bank st, Shefticld 
‘ason, Samuel, ti oieeell st, Feloon sq, Shirt Manufacturer. Apr 26 at 12 at 
office of Shearman, 
Migdleprcok Charles, igh st, Kingsland, Tobacconist. Apr 25 at 2 at office of 
an 
Nicholls, Brampton, Der! y, Colliery Owner, Apr 26 at 3 at office of Ward, Low 
avement, , 
Norvia, James, and Joseph Fletcher, Yardley, Worcester, Mathemati 
ment Mani rs, Apr 25 at 3 at office of Jaques, Temple row, 


O’ Halloran, John, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamo Licensed Victualler. Apr 25 at 12 
at office of ‘Vaughan, igh st, Merthyr Prati 
af pm peiel. Liveepoe. icensed Victualler Apr 27 at 2 at office of Madden, 
ord st, Liverpoo! 
Page, George, and John Page, Southwark Park rd, Bermondsey, Licensed 
Victuallers. Apr 20 at 4 at office of Price, Walbrook 
Peesoms, Locungt f Bodgsat; Leeds, Horse Dealer. Apr 26 at 11 at office of Stott, 
ast parade 
Powell, Geitnth ‘Trcherbert, Glamorgan, Timber Man. Apr 26 at 12 at office of 


peorean and Rh 8, Pontypridd 
Ralp , Richard, Burslem, fpttond, Draper, Apr 26 at 11at office of Empson and 
Ci 


ock, Newcastle st, Burslem 

Read, John, Shearsb: ry, Leicester, Fellmonger. Apr 27 at 3 at office of Owston 
and Co, Friar lane ‘Leices 

Rowley, George Willis B Bitrewater sq,'Barbican, Trimming Maker, Apr 9 
at 11 at office of Roberts, Coleman st 

ay Robert roam Monkwell st, Importer of Fur Skins. May 8 at 3 at office 

¢ Goldberg and Langdon, West st, Finsbury circus 

Bene Robert Sandover, and Clement t Goodare, pahion-tundap-Ls ie, Fiat hg 
aoe 25 at 8 at Feathers Inn, Old sq, ‘Ashton-under-Lyne. Bon: 
chester 

Sequelae John Caridido, Manchester, Merchant. May 2 at 8 at office of Casper, 

razennose st, Manchester 

Smith, Daniel, Sumner rd, Peckham, Italian Warehouseman. Apr 20 at 12at 
office of Ody, Blackfriars rd 

Smith, William, Haringson, Durham, Grocer. Apr 23 at 11 fat office of Robinson, 
Chancery lane, Darli 

Smithdale, Thomas, an Thcenas | aero, pane B Norwich, Millwright. Apr % 
at 12 at office of Bailey and Co, ost ean’ 

Sutherland, William, Trinity rd, East Riothign General Merchants. Apr % 
at 11 at office of Wells, Bonthens ton Dilges Chancery lane 

Taylor, Henry John, geo, alop, Railway Goois Carrier. Apr 27 at 12 at 


office of Knowles, 
omas, William, ton, ar 5 RE 1, Grocer, Apr 30 at 3 at office of Roose 
and Co, North h John * Liverpool Rowe and Co, Liverpool 
urmand, Edwin. ork, Woollen Manutaétuer, Apr 27 at 3 at Batley 
Tei Hotel, Be cea Shaw, Dewsb bury 
Thomas, Wakefield, York, Printer, Apr 26 at 3 at office of Harrison and 
eee Chancery lane, Wakefiel 
ron John, ee Hall ct, Solicttor. May 4 at 8 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham 
oiaah h and Field, Queen ‘st, Cheapside 
n, John Henry, "Harwic’ h, Essex, Eating hous? keeper. Apr 27 at 1 at White 
irt Hotel, Harwich. Mills,’ Ipswich 
Webster, Francis , Rounton rd, Bow, General Dealer. Apr 28 at 4 at office 
of Tilste , St Benet , Gracechurch st 
‘Weight, dward, Lee , Traveller. Apr 26 at 8 at office of Blacklock, Albion st, 
Wood, William, Market Drayton, Salop, Builder. Apr 26 at 11.80 at Royal Hotel, 
Me my i a alley, Market Dry ng Agent. Apr 93 at 2 at 111 
orseldine, Henry, ; r a A 
Cheapside. Gowing and Co , Finsbury pavemen . 
Wortley, Richard, Seven Sisters’ rd. ‘arehouseman. Apr 26 at 3 at 
Law institution. Chancery lane. Morten and Co Co, New 
Wride, Ba Whitchurch.) nr Cardiff, Farmer. Ape a at 11 at office of Williams 
and Daniels, , St John’s sq, Cardiff. Morgan Cardiff 


TUESDAY, April 17, 1883. 
Merchant, May 1 at 8 at office of Burgess and 


. May 3 at 2 at office of Lewis, Work- 
. Apr 24 at 11 at office of Newson, Mitre 
. May 8at3at Grand Hotel, 
Apr 80 at 2 at 54, Fen- 
Draper. May 1 at 
at 2.30 at office of 
Sussex, Baker, May 8 at 3 at 
2 at 1 ajoffice of Wilkinson, St 
out of business, May 8 at 3 at office of 
Carviers, Apr 18 at 4.00 
28 at 12 at office of 




















Hotel Keeper. May 1 at12at Railway 
Victualler, May 8 at 8 at office of 
Apr 9 at? at office of Malcom, Bast 


Aptil 21, 1883, 
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j rd, Thomas Ro =, Desmtaghem, Shop Fitter. May 1at 3 at office of 
Bridgford, et, Birmingham 
Brown, ‘Albert, Great Parndon, Essex, Builder. May 8 at 3 at office of Rumney, 


an am, Dek, - Southport, Seedsman. Apr 27 at 3 at, office of 
Drea st, South 

on "Manchester, Merchant. Apr 30 at 3 at office of Boote and 
ita erage Hants, Baker. May 1 at 11 at office of 


t and 
oat, Aited mest, Wolverhampton, Coal Merchant. Apr 30 at 11 at office of 
Langman, Market st Wolverhampton 
Coo a thins, and George Cooper, Old Compton st, Soho, Boot and Shoe 
oa May 8 at 3 at offices of Bridger, Botolph lane, Eastcheap 
5 matey and Co, Fe nr Langridge, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Apr 27 at 11 





Conger of age Narnle and C ‘ox st, Presto 
, James, ae, ondon feline, Pivocer. May 4 at 11 at Catherine Wheel 
otel, Egham, olen eat Phillips, gs green 
wshaw, a » ilenty, Blackburn, Draper. May 1 at 3 at offices of Withers, 


fe 
= 
a 





Thomas, Southampton, Pastrycook. Apr 23 at Star Hotel, High st, 
Southampton, in lieu of ian originally named 
ontgomery, Tobacconist. Apr 25 at 12.30 at 


Davies, David Newtown. 
office of Woosnam, The Bank, Newtown 
yis, Aaron Joseph, and Elkan Davis, Mipcherter: Watch Manufacturers. 
8 at 3 at Go ttee Room, Old Town hall, King st, Manchester. 
ce and Son, Manchester 


eweon, John, Bradford, Bane bldg, B Warp Agent. Apr 30 at 11 at office of Killick 
and Co, Coenen aes Bradford 
William, rey hap fants, Licensed Speier, Apr 28 at 11 at office 
of Chapman. Gray’ x inn sq_ Al arldge, Bournemouth 
wthwaite, Ro’ —* Tailor. Apr 27 at 11 at office of Lewis, 
Zetland rd, Aidalesborough 
Eales, George, Doncaster, Picture Dealer. May 1 at 11 at Elephant Hote’, Saint 
Sepulchre gate, Doncaster. Verity and Baddily, Doncaster 
Edmund, and_Thomas ™ lor, pont, oal Merchants, Apr 27 at 11 at 


4 "sGnetion, Traveller. Apr 27 at 11 at office of 
Groom, Wormw' st, Old Broad st, Cattlin, Wormwood st, Old Broad st 
rankish, Heur ary ca yl rocer. Apr 27 at 1 at office of 
Dobson, Gosford st, Middlesboro 


Fulcher, Walter Richard, Burham, ‘Kent Bsr. May 3 at 3 at Bull Hotel, 
Rochester. 


‘Wood and McLe 
Goddard, George. 4rulory row, Vihar st, a Cab Proprietor. May Sat 2 at office 
Miller and Vernon, Moorgate st 


of Edmonds and an 0, Cheapside. 
raham, oes 





Goldman, A’ ley, Stafford, Hosier. Apr 27 at 11 tat office of Ashmall, 
anne st, ef Hanley” 
sony aH itch, Walbrook, Architect. Apr 23 at 2 at office of Russell, 
Ost dia chbrs, st 





Graves, Henry Motley, Coxhill Lincoln, Grocer. May 2 at 3 at office of Martin- 
son, Exchange Bee id Bowlalley lane, Kingston upon Hull 

Green, Andrew, D » Surrey, Goat Dairy Farmer. Apr 30 at 12 at Red Lion 
Hotel, Dorking. Fiel d Ca, *Lincoin’s inn fields 

Griffiths, Richard, fame st, Hoxton, Cabinet Maker. May 10 at 4 at office of 
Lea, Old Je chbrs 

Haley, William Henry, Bradford, York, Ironfounder. Apr 27 at 11 at office of 
Watson and Dickons, Cheapside, Bradford 
i ele, dog = Lancaster, Locksmith. May 2 at 3 at office of Watson, 

ure e, O 
, Tom, ‘Attercliffe, York, Auetioneer. May 2 at 3 at Law Society, Bank 

st, Sheffield. Binns, Sheffield 

Hartley, Henry, Apuptce in Widnes, Ginger Beer Manujacturer. May 1 at 3 at 


office of Peters, Victoria rd, Widnes 
ey Lage Tulse Hill, » Surrey, “Builder. May 1 at 11 at office of Thompson 
a ’ 


ran 

Hickman, Edward, Covent 1 Watch Case Maker. Apr 30 at 12 at office of Neale 
and Addison, Hay lane, oventry 

= eure, oolwich, Kent, Milliner, Apr 28 at 10 at office of Philp, 

nghall s 

Howe, Robert, Leeds, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Apr 30 at 8 at office of Bowl- 
ing, ‘Bond st, Leeds 

Howe, William, Leytonstone, Essex, Butcher. May 5 at 12 at office of Lewis, 
Workman’s Hall, West Ham lane, Stratford 

Howells, William, and Rees Howells, lis, Llantwit Major, Glamorgan, Farmers. May 
Bat 12 at office of Ord, Cowbridge 

Hoy, George, Wigan, out of business. Apr 30 at 3 at Market Hotel, Mesnes st, 

igan, arketeon, ¥ Wigan 

Jefferies, Joseph, Birming’ iam, Protea, sve 90 et 8 at office of Mallard and 
Corbett, Newhall chbrs, N panther 

Joseph David, Stoke Bishop, Besta iGoliery roprietor. Apr 26 at 3 at Royal 

Hotel, Cardiff. Brittan and C 

bie John Thomas High ce Popa‘ Dr Draper. May 2 at 3 at Mullen’s Hotel, 

Tronmonger lane, Hare, Metal ldgs, denhall avenue, Gracechurch 


Live, William, D; m, Dahan, Grocer. Apr 30 at 3 at office of Wilkes and 
hg Northgate, arlin, 
Sarah, Cirencester, G Dunester, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Apr 30 at 2 
at office of Ackland, Corn st, Bristol. Beckingham, Bristol 
, Thomas, Rochdale, Outdoor Retailer of Wine. Apr 30 at 8 at office of 
Jacksons and Goadby Rochdale 
Matthews, Geo Portslade, Sussex, Butcher. May 1 at 3 at office of Lamb and 
Evett, Shing st, ree ae 
Matthews, James Bobet Clevedon, Somerset, Grocer. May 1 at 2 at office of 
Collins, Broad st, Bristol. Gribble, Bristol 
Meredith, John Edward, Maidstone, Physician. May 1 at 12 at 72, King st, Maid- 
stone, Monckton and co aidstone 
om pe tae Maker. Apr 97 at 11 


Moore, H » Aston-jux 
oe Genilean, Grocer, Apr 27 at 11.30 











at Grand Hotel Birineham, ‘Ansell, Birmineh 
Morgans, John, Cuwek ch Coch, + ne Aberystwi 





at office of Hughes, | Pier st, A 
Palmer, George cis, upon Hull, Grocer. Apr 28 at 10.30 at office of 
Leak and Co, Bowlalle jane, Hingetan wy on Hull 
Samuel, Pn rang Ley est Drayton, Coal Merchant. May 4 
at 3 at ace of 3 of rat 
Pearson, N: vison, 5 Cloth Manufacturer. May 2 at 8 at office of 
a poniel! 
dn Tents pn ppomnent, Yiowss Victualler. f r 28 at office of Pullan, 
s, in lien of the originally nam 
Pita, Tear ckchurch lane, White pel, Baker. Apr 25 at 4 at office of 


Reg, apn ni Alncnstaks 
unceston, Pomnwelt, “ee Apr 90 at 11 at office of White and 

eo, 7 tong Bet 'st, row vee 
ogee, | wn, phe hf Liverpool, Farmer. May 4 at $at office of 


ne rrington st, Li 
seeing ull, out of business, 


piling, Kisighton on har oF 0, © oh cio of 
- Kingston on on Hull, ‘ackson, Kingston on 
mal saac, ig st, nr Bradford, Grocer, Apr 26 at 11 at office of Morgan, 


ro ih Dorant, Publigan, May 1 at 12 at office of Street, 





ostlethwaite, Frederick, 


Pancha, ec Ane dege Renee ik mesmo. Ae 

a at omice ©: awkes &@ 

Poulter, Arthur James, Thr ; Gkaee Dioner 2at 2 at Mullen’s 
lane, Cheapside 


Hotel, Ironmonger lane. Hack, Pancras 
jecates, Coal Merchant. May 1 at 3 at office of Stone and Co, 


Welford 
Quarmby, Poian Tothertion, York, Grocer. May 1 at 3at office of Hickmott, 
oorgate st, Rotherham 
nee suite, Carlisle, Draper. Apr 30 at 3 at office of Errington, Bank street, 
ariisie 
Rich, George Rees, Stoke Newington rd, Tobacconist. Apr 90 at 11 at office of 
Wii nts sophia Lev. High Holborn 
Roba ggleswade, Bedford, Grocer. May 2? at 4 at office of Hooper 
neg Co, : ophia, Bigg! 
Edwin, Alltami, adhoc peste nnn Apr 30 at 11 at offiee of Price, 


Rogers, 
Eas ite, Chester. Bi 
st, Commission Agent. May 


Ross, at oft be per 91 be: t] pote ; 
8 at 3 at offices of _. a + ot ot, Hissbuny 

Scull, Francis Bristol, Box Mantfacwurer ‘Agr eb 11 ot Ulked Of Boten and 
Hancock, Small st, t, Bris 

Seals, Robert Fowler, Monkwell st, Fur Skin Importer, May 8 at 8 at office of 
Goldberg and Langdon, ¥ West st, Finsbury circus 

= es castle on Tyne; Baker. Apr 26 at 12 at office of Lockey and 

Jo, Newcastle on Tyne 

Sleeman, Thomas Davey, Bristol, Béer Retailer. May 1 at 12 at office of Hulbert 

entih op Deiat tain Brlaiol, Derby, Nutseryman. May 7 at $ at Bal 
mi phen, Tansley, nr Ma . 
Hotel, Derby. Skidmore, 3 Matlock bri 
mith, Thomas, West Kir i op ‘onl Dealer. May 2 at 8 at office of 
Thompson, Hamilton st, Bikeuk 

8 ae Thomas, High Wyconibe, B Sucks, Baker. Apr 28 at 1 at Coffee Tavern, 

Wycombe. jarke, Hig! ‘Wycombe 

Storey, James, Ulverston, Yee aed Grocer. Apr 28 at 11 at Temperance Hall, 
Ulverston. Park, Ulverston 

Sutton, Robert Henry, Manchester, Spindle Maker. May 8 at 11 at office of Sinith 
and Stokes, King st, Manchester 

Taylor, John, Portobell lio rd, Notting Hill, House Decorator. Apr 27 at 8 at 2, 

ssex Park ter, Acton yale. Philp, ‘hall st 


Prett ‘Clement, Lei 





Taylor, Stephen Maxwell Cook. Berwick upon Tweed, Fancy Goods Dealer. Apr 
Thacker, James. Loe gm i Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Apr 90 at i2 at office 
Tucker, bine 
Vincent, James, jun. the G 
y 7 at i at Cross 
Wainwri ae Geo: 
of Tinsley, eee st, Dudley. 
whe, Ds Durham. Apr 27 at 11 at office of Trotter and 
tree gate, Leicester 
Wippell, Henry, Cross Keys, Newport, Tony ieanet ictualler. 
28s. ; with the Wrexiy Reporter, 528. Payment in advance i 8 
” musé be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 


24 at 12 at office of Gray, upon 
Teasdale, Job, Leeds, Cigar er. Apr 30 at 10.30 at Law Lastitute; Albion pl, 
of Baker, Bridge st 
Tittley, ry oe arley Wigorn, Worcester, Brick Manufacturer. Apr 90 at i1 
St Michael, Somerst, Innkeeper, Apr 24 at 11 at office of 
Hackney. Gribble, Walterton rd, St i Bt Pore park, 
Vipan, Edward Jose eeph, March, Cambridge, out of business. 
Joseph, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, Piano: wl ry 
May 1 at 3 at ae Hea pes London Bridge, Southwark. 
Feuntiey, - os poley ~. F vonten Bridge 
Walton, Robert, Stockton on 
Langley, High st, Stockton on 
Warner, Joseph Sims, Brighton, Sussex; Coal Merchant. May 1 at 3 at office of 
North st, Brighton 
Watson, William, Feliskirk, York, Farmer. Apr 27 at 2 at office of Richardson, 
Castlegate, Thirsk 
at 2 at office of Benson and Carpenter, Bank 
Wood, Joseph, Thursby, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Apr 30 at u at Red Lion 
Wigton 
TS 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 23. 6d., half law calf, 53. 64. 
Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 


Albion st, Leeds. ang Bradford 
office of § Church st, Oldbi 
tn, Choeell erat 
Reed and Cook, Paul  * Taunton | 
rope ge at 8 at 28, the Grove, 
eys Inn, Chatte 
Walters, Ri Palo 6, nr Bilston, Stafford, Greengrocer. May 2 at 11 at office 
Nye, 

Watkin, Walter, Leicester, Grocer. May 2 at 3 at office of Gee and Parr, Gallow- 
Waits, tam, Ramsgate, Be . and Go, Borough High st 1 at Masons’ Hall 
avern asons’ avi enue. owWlerT an Oy Sh Louden ay EN 

Hotel, Botchergate, Carlisle. Carrick, 
The Subscription to the Soutcrrors’ Journat is—Town, 26s. ; Cou 
All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Jour: 
Publisher. 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, ESTABLISHED 1625, EDE AND SON, 
Arti- Chosslats 


Dyspeptic Cocoa or Powder. 
uaranteed Be ee One Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 


with the excess of fat extracted. 
e Facul ounce it “the most nutritious, per- 
teatiy digestible for — Luncheon, or 


Supper, and inpalennie for Invalids and Children.” 
iy commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being without sugar, pe or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is four times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and In REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 
Made ere enegeens A with boiling water, a or, 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than 
Cocoatina 4 La VANILLE is the most { delicate, ible, 


cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
— chocolate is prohibi 

In tin packets at Is. 6d., 38., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 


Charities on - yyeayr we a Sole Proprietors, 
H, SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, iden, w.c. 





CITY of LONDON.—WATLING and CANNON 


Long Leasehold Premises, having entrances from 
both these eee a ey tees business Be fete arma tal = 
eld direct from th 
ESSRS. FRANK LE LEWIS. & 7% OU. ‘will 
SELL b: at the MART, = 


da ecr nt MA at ines “o’clock recisely,_ th 
rtant long LEASEH REMISES 0. 7, 


Wael ling-street, and No. 3a, ge ming built with- 
in the loot last ten years in the most substantial manner. 
They comprise a fine block of buildings, consisting of 
basement, ground-floor, and four floors above; let 
off as offices and warerooms to tenants at ex- 
ceedingly moderate rents, the total rental value bein, 
£1,150 perannum, The property is held for a term o 
80’ years from June 24, 1873, ata ground-rent of £550 
per annum. 

Particulars may be had at the Mart; of Messrs. 
Munns & rade og Be nad at 8, Old Ji ewry, E.C. ; and 
of Messrs. Lewis & Co., Auctioneers and Estate 
Agents, 95, Gresham-street, HC. 


CITY OF LONDON. 

Valuable City Freeholds, producing £1,865 per annum, 
min ts —e we en eet a frustocs otal others 
aT ESSRS. PRANK cEW 1s: "%. TOO: will 
Pep: at the MART, = 

FRIDAY, MA at TWO o'clock Bs isely. in 
te Lots, the FOUR very valuable FREEHOLD 
HOUSES. Nos. oes 12, Gresham-street, 114, Wood- 
street, and 9, 0 “lane, all let to highly-respect- 
able and capentl le tenants upon leases or agree- 
ments, at fair rentals, and producing together at the 
present time £1,865 perannum. The situation of the 
property is undeniably commanding, in the 

— centre of the silk, Manchester, ‘woollen, fan: 
other Tae a pe aya for ay y 

value. 





M M 7  heaas et ry. A pinned 
essrs. Munns rs, e ; 
and of Messrs. Le i. ind and Estate 


Agents, &c., 95, om tact ey E. Ke) 


ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 

to announce that their SALES by AUCTION of 

Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, &c., 

Faaaen, on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, and 
8 

The attention of Solicitors, pope Tr istees, and 
others is particularly called to this y msans for the 
disposal of property of deceased and ro vlients. 

In consequence of the uency of their Sales, Messrs. 
J. & D. are enabled to include large or small quantities at 
a > notice (if ). 

aluations for bate or Transfer. Terms on appli- 
Fa to the City Auction Rooms (established 1793), 38 


and 39, Gracechurch-; .C. 

Messrs. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that their 
Auction Sales of Wearing Ap: 1, Piece Goods, House- 
hold and Office Furniture, , Bedding, ke. -» are 
held on each day of the week (Saturdays excepted). 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARME & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
re and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 


, Town 
one Property and I rall 
y nvestments generally, is 
published on the first Layg Ba each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
E.C., or will be sent by Post in retarn for two stamps.— 
Particulars for insertion should be received not later than 
four days previous to the end of the preceding month, 











ESTABLISHED 1851. ; 
IRKBEOK-: BAN K.— 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane 
“Current Accounla opened according to to the he usual practice 


“tree of ¢ the custody of Deeds, Writings, 
and re x. Mb agen Ban vendor co < 
and Cd Bag ae and Shares, ggg ie 
i Pomphieh with lication. 
on @ 
TRANG BCROFT, Mans 
Glet March, 1880, 





HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
Estimates and submitted free for entirely Fur- 


nishing Residences, bers, Offices, &c. 
—PAINTING, DEVORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 


Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s, per set. 


THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
OB .—Honsehold Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 











FIVE PER CENT. ‘BENTURES. 
GOLDSBROUGH & CO., Lie (late 
e Australasian Agency and Panes Oe ora- 
tion Lined), are now prepared to ISSUE DEBEN- 
TURES bearing interest 5 per cent. per annum, 
payable a halt yenniy for five or seven years. 
e Company is also prepared to receive money on 
deposit on terms of interest to be arranged. 
e capital of the Company is £3,000,000, in 300,000 
shares oi £10 each. 
Capital paid op, 23 Ape a00. Reserve, £85,000. 
IN DIRECTORS. 
Abraham Scott, Ene ., Director of the National Bank 


of Aus 

Ha Hankey Dobree, Esq., of Messrs. Samuel 
Dobree & Sons. 

Joseph Cockfield Dimsdale, of Messrs. Dimsdale, 
ae & Co. 

Frank C. Capel, Esq. of Messrs. James Capel & Co. 
London Secre illiam Frederick Moore, Esq. 
Solicitors—Messrs. Freshfields & Williams. 

Forms of application can be obtained at the offices 
of the Company, 156 and 157, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 


Q*o¥ and BERKS BANK, OXFORD, 
EstTaBuisHEp 1854, 

Makes CASH ADVANCES to Barristers, Solicitors, 

Cages. Medical Men, residing in any part of England 

and Wales. 





No banking account need be opened 





ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836, 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD, 
HEAD OFFICES Wheaton AND ABERDEEN. 


Fire Premiums ... ose «. £451,000 
Life Premiums ... er one + 181,000 
Interest... ooo vee ooo 


ee 120,000 
s» $2,708,000 


XUN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICES, 
. Threadneedle-street, E.C.; Charing Cross, 8.W. ; 
Oxford-street (corner of Vere-street), W. 
FIRE. Established 1710. Home and Foreign Insu- 
rances at moderate rates. 
LIFE. Established 1810 Specially low rates for young 
ives. Large bonuses. Immodiate settlement of claims 


ACCIDENTS !—64, CORNHILL. 
NO MAN IS SAFE FROM ACCIDENTS. 
WISE MEN INSURE AGAINST THEIR COST! 


ACCIDENTS BY LAND OR WATER 
INSURED AGAINST BY THE 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY, 
The Oldest ond See _ Comnenats § pening against 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000, 
PAID-UP CAPITAL AND RESERVE, £250,000. 
MODERATE PREMIUMS. 

Bonus allowed to Insurers after Five Years. 
£1,840,000 


HAS BEEN PAID AS COMPENSATION. 
Apply to the Clerks * na ee Stations, the 


Local 
Or 8, GRAND HOTEL BUILDINGS, SEAR CROSS, 
or at the Heap Orrice—64, CORN fHI LL, LONDON. 

Wruitam J, Vay, asaeee. 


AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS 
AND SOLICITORS, 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS, 


Accumulated Funds 











This new Ink supplies the demand continual! « nen 4 
never bef.re met, for a Red Ink b jp med yi, dl 
Steel or other Metallic Pens. Steel in thao in! 


for months do not impair the beanty a its eo Bal nor ae 
the Pens in the least corroded by it. The existing Red 
Inks — destroy Steel Lp and lose their red colour 
if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens, This new 
colour is a very rich scarlet red of great beauty, Th 
colour of this fak is not affected by use upon hment 
and is consequently of great value t» Solicitors and 


Sold in stone bottles, retail at 1s., 2s., 33.; and 
Jisoin ‘oe beaiee as 


of 40 ounces at 6s, each, 
. and 1s. each, 
SOLD BY ALL STATIONERS, 


? 





ROBE pee 4 « MAKERS 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, “ ® 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London “ 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ Gowns, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1689 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, E£.o, 


Law Copying and Gngrossing, 
Dewith panctaaligy and dispatch, af the slow! soded 
charges. 00d Disoouth al Shwet on agreed 


LAW PRINTING. 
STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, 








DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio, 
DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, bon F Printed 


in form for "Registrati ion. 
Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts, 
Li RAPHY. 
ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, D 
MINUTES OF BVIDENOE, 1 Lithographed 
PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD. 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL ; PAPERS 


Samples and Catalogues sent post. 





BY AUTHORITY, 





The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1880, 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and J FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
speedily printed in the a r form for registration and 
distribution. SHARE CERTIFICATES, D. reap tee | 
&c., engraved and saat. OFFICIAL SEALS 
and executed. No Charge for Sketches, 

Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO 


Vonage Goll Lf le 
Stationers, Printe’ on Agents, 
49, FLEET- STREET. TONDON, | EA C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed 


i Py dy a ublished by authority) and 
NITRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE. No. “uy, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


ENRBY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of ay = 
thirty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued gy 
N:B. One copy of advertisement onl ee oe 
— care and promptitude as wel. a et oe 
advertisement and file of “ Pa Gazette” 


~ Yy appointment. 
PEN, 











GOLD 


WITH DIAMOND POINT, 
Anti-corrosive - Flexible—Durable—Adapting itself to any 
Handwriting. 


Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. 


With White Metal Pocket Holder, complete .. Is. 
Or, with Mordan’s Best —. “ee Holders— 
Fluted Pattern, complete .. 5s, 64, 
Engine-turned Pattern, complete .. 6s, 64. 

Fluted Pattern, Telescopic .. *e 10s, 64. 


Other patterns in great variety. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
27 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 
The Medical Profession for over Forty Years have ap- 
proved of this pure solution as the best remedy for 
AOLDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE, 
GOUT and INDIGESTION,’ 

And as the safest — for . Se Constitutions, 











\DINN EFORD’ § MAGNESIA, 





\ 


ee a a tt 


a 


